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ABSTRACT
The Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) is responsible
for land use regulation and public development in the city of
Boston. As part of its responsibilities, it has managed the
disposition,'by sale and by ground lease, of real property
owned by it and by other public entities. From 1980 to 1991
it has used property disposition to achieve a wide variety of
different policy results. Financially, it obtained long-term
streams of revenue for itself, allowing it to become fiscally
independent in operations, and obtained over $80 million of
sale proceeds for Boston's general fund. Its dispositions
have also produced or sought to produce such social benefits
as affordable housing, public access to the waterfront, and
economic development of distressed neighborhoods. In its
disposition activities, the BRA has managed its properties as
a portfolio to maximize public benefits and has utilized the
strength of the private real estate market to leverage the
creation of public benefits, demonstrating a strong spirit of
creativity and public entrepreneurialism.
This thesis is the first systematic examination of the
BRA's disposition strategy. Chapter One demonstrates the
importance of dispositions as a means of carrying out public
policy objectives. Chapter Two examines the response of the
BRA's disposition strategy to the external factors of parcel
size, location, and ownership, the real estate market, and
political priorities. Chapter Three discusses the BRA's
disposition policies in light of its overall institutional
goals, its organizational structure, and the administrative
processes by which it manages dispositions. Chapter Four
examines specific dispositions to show how the BRA converted
real estate into other financial and social assets. Chapter
Five discusses the implications of the BRA experience for
other cities and examines some of the policy dilemmas raised
by the BRA's disposition strategy.
Thesis Supervisor: Lynne B. Sagalyn
Title: Associate Professor of
Planning and Real Estate Development
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction: The Significance of
Public Property Dispositions.
Publicly owned real estate is an important resource for
many cities. The holdings are often significant in number
because parcels accumulating in the public's portfolio come
from many sources: land taken and cleared under urban renewal
programs; surplus properties formerly used for governmental
purposes, such as schools, police and fire stations, hospi-
tals, parking facilities, and shut-down military facilities;
parcels taken for nonpayment of real estate taxes; and sur-
plus land adjacent to highways, airports and similar public
works. Just as they vary by source, public parcels have dif-
ferent sizes and are located in different places. Because
of this diversity in sizes and surroundings, different
parcels are appropriately used for different purposes.
Downtown land might be used for private development, a neigh-
borhood parcel for affordable housing, a large tract for an
industrial park or a planned community, and a small lot for a
vest-pocket park. Development of publicly-owned real estate
can generate sales or lease revenue, additional property
taxes, and public improvements.
Public real estate is a resource because it can be con-
verted by government into other assets that serve public
policy goals. Money is one obvious form of conversion; real
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estate can be sold or leased at the highest price available,
and the proceeds used for tax reduction, capital improve-
ments, or other governmental purposes. However, government
can also trade the value of its public real estate to create
other assets that benefit the public -- parks, housing, jobs,
and high quality urban design, for example. Through negoti-
ated disposition procedures, public real estate can be lever-
aged as a means of financing public benefits -- without
directly spending money from the city government budget. In
an era of limited government resources, using public real
estate in these ways represents an untapped source of public
wealth.
This thesis examines the disposition activities of one
city agency -- the Boston Redevelopment Agency (BRA) --
during the 1980's and early 1990's. During this period the
BRA used dispositions to further a wide variety of public
policy objectives, including long-term financial return for
itself, creation of public amenities, construction of
affordable housing, and economic development to aid
distressed neighborhoods. To bring about these goals it
crafted and managed the disposition of its property in new
and creative ways. Examination of the BRA's dispositions
reveals both what the BRA sought to achieve with its real
property resources and how it used the resources to achieve
policy-driven goals. By studying the policy ends of the
BRA's dispositions and the means the Authority used to
achieve those ends, I hope to draw out lessons from its
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experimental initiatives that will further inform its future
disposition policy as well as the disposition activities of
other cities.
Boston was not alone among big cities in using public
lands for policy ends, but the range of its activities and
the inventiveness with which the BRA pursued its aims makes
its activities notable. Its disposition of commercially
valuable parcels in and near Boston's central business dis-
trict raised over $80 million for the general fund of the
city of Boston and generated approximately $14 million in
ongoing annual revenues for itself, permitting it to become
fiscally independent. Its management of the public's commer-
cial property in downtown also resulted in the creation of
parks, waterfront access, and other public amenities without
direct governmental expenditure. In other dispositions in
residential neighborhoods the BRA used the value of public
property to assist in the creation of housing affordable to
low- and moderate-income people, over 200 units in one neigh-
borhood alone. In still other dispositions it linked the
disposition of an economically attractive parcel in downtown
to one in a distressed neighborhood in an effort to stimulate
new investment in an area bypassed by market forces.
Building on the strength of the real estate market in these
ways, the BRA showed that disposition of public property
could be an important policy instrument in overall city
development.
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To achieve these goals, the BRA utilized a number of
different techniques -- leases, sales, linkage -- for its
dispositions. Because of its institutional strength and
mayoral support, the Authority, under the dynamic director-
ship of Stephen Coyle, had a great deal of independence
developing packages of desired public benefits and negotiat-
ing final disposition agreements with private firms. In dis-
positions of valuable commercial property in downtown, for
example, it shaped the transaction structures to achieve com-
petitive forms of financial return. More interestingly, the
BRA conceptualized and managed -- as a portfolio -- the
larger set of publicly owned properties that did not have the
high financial potential of its downtown parcels, inventory-
ing and sorting them into categories that targeted their
disposition for particular policy-driven ends. In short,
under the Flynn Administration of the 1980's, disposition of
public property became a tool of strategic public management.
In order fully to understand the BRA's disposition
activities it is necessary to understand the Authority's
broader historical role as the planning, zoning, and public
redevelopment agency for the city of Boston. For over 30
years, the BRA has had general responsibility for both the
public and private development of Boston. Founded in 1957 to
carry out urban renewal activities in the city of Boston, in
1960 the BRA was given additional authority for planning and
zoning within the city. Throughout its history, the BRA has
administered a number of state and federal redevelopment pro-
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grams within Boston, including urban renewal, Community
Development Block Grants, the Massachusetts redevelopment
property-tax exemption program known as Chapter 121A, and
Urban Development Action Grants. As the city's land use reg-
ulator, its responsibilities include comprehensive planning,
transportation planning, preparation of zoning amendments,
review of petitions under the zoning code, and design review
of large developments.1 Disposition activity was only one
undertaking, yet how the Authority chose to manage it --
whether through its existing programmatic divisions or as a
separate staff function -- would become an important strate-
gic decision.
The BRA is a large agency, with over 300 employees and
current annual revenues and expenditures of approximately
$30,000,000. Revenues from dispositions increased substan-
tially during the first years of the Coyle era, by 133%
between fiscal years 1985 and 1987. During this same period
funds from the city were greatly reduced.2 By fiscal year
1988 (a fifteen-month period due to accounting changes), dis-
position proceeds made up 47% of all BRA revenues.3 In that
1 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Boston Redevelopment
Authority Fact Book (January, 1982); Boston
Redevelopment Authority, Development Review Procedures
(1985, revised 1986).
2 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Planning for Boston
1987: Initiatives for Fiscal Year 1987 (1987).
3 Coopers & Lybrand, Boston Redevelopment Authority
Combined Financial Statements for the fifteen month
period ended September 30, 1988.
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fiscal year, it received an annual rate of $14,000,000 in
disposition revenue plus an additional $5,300,000 in rental
income, far more than its annualized $8,800,000 in revenues
from all non-BRA sources -- federal, state and city.4 Its
balance sheet as of September 30, 1988 included over
$87,000,000 in assets, with property held for development
accounting for over $12,000,000 of this total. Over time,
the BRA has amassed a large amount of resources, both human
and financial, to carry out its functions.
The BRA is not a traditional line agency of city govern-
ment, but instead is governed by a five member board of
directors, four of whom are appointed by the Mayor of Boston
and one by the Governor of Massachusetts. The directors
serve staggered five-year terms, providing both continuity of
leadership and a degree of insulation from political inter-
ference. The Mayor of Boston recommends and the board
appoints a director, who is in charge of the day-to-day
activities of the BRA.5 This structure provides the BRA with
a degree of institutional autonomy from city government. The
mayor has a great deal of influence over the BRA through
board appointments and the initial selection of the director.
4 Ibid.; BRA 1991 Employee List. Actual revenues for the
fifteen-month fiscal year were: disposition proceeds --
$17,662,670; Rental income -- $6,659,781; Federal,
state, and city grants -- $11,090,136.
5 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Boston Redevelopment
Authority Fact Book.
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In contrast, however, the elected City Council has no control
over the governance of the Authority.
The arguments and conclusions of this thesis are based
on a review and synthesis of the thirteen most significant
dispositions undertaken or attempted by the BRA since 1980:
Charlestown Navy Yard, Rowes Wharf, 200 State St., Kilby St.
Garage, Fort Hill Garage, Custom House Tower, St. James St.
Garage, Kingston-Bedford Garage, Park Square, Phase I of the
South End Neighborhood Housing Initiative, Parcel 18, Parcel
RC-9, and Parcel 6. By examining individual dispositions in
the context of the economic and institutional environment in
which the BRA operated during the 1980's, I aim to explain
the strategies used by the BRA to achieve its policy
ambitions.
My examination of these dispositions, in particular, and
of the BRA, in general, has revealed five overriding themes
that influence the Authority's disposition behavior. First,
the BRA has shown entrepreneurial spirit and creativity in
its management of public property, crafting innovative tech-
niques to convert the property into other public assets.
Second, it treated the properties as a portfolio, targeting
individual parcels for their most appropriate uses, so that
the overall value of its public property was converted into
desired resources as efficiently as was possible. Third, the
Authority employed dispositions to achieve a wide range of
different policy objectives, frequently combining land with
other resources available to it. Fourth, the BRA took advan-
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tage of opportunities presented by the real estate market,
using the value of its real estate as leverage to bring about
production of public benefits by private entities. Finally,
the BRA helped secure its own future, using its property to
generate streams of income that would carry it through the
middle of the next century and, in so doing, increased its
political independence.
Chapter 2 examines the relationship of the BRA's dispo-
sition activities to the overall environment in which it
operated. Factors such as the location of the property, the
ownership of the property by the BRA or another public
entity, the state of the Boston real estate market, and the
policy priorities of public officials greatly influenced the
BRA's disposition behavior. The Authority evidenced its
portfolio strategy by tailoring the public benefits sought
from each disposition to the specific characteristics of the
parcel. It also sought to take advantage of the strengthen-
ing Boston real estate market of the early and mid-1980's by
leveraging an increasing amount of public benefits from its
dispositions.
Chapter 3 looks at the implications on disposition
policy of factors intrinsic to the BRA as a public agency.
As both a public developer and a planning regulator, the BRA
has the primary responsibility for guiding the overall
development of the city. This dual role is reflected in the
BRA's disposition policies, for its own property as well as
other significant city property over which it gained control
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because of its expertise and experience. By design, its dis-
position activities are spread across several divisions which
also have planning duties; there is no single department
responsible for all dispositions. Chapter 3 will show how
this organizational structure both reflects and reinforces
the use of dispositions for policy purposes. Finally, the
chapter will show how the process by which the Authority man-
ages its disposition permits great discretion, discretion the
Authority creatively utilizes to maximize the achievement of
its goals.
Chapter 4 discusses some of the specific public benefits
the BRA has sought in its disposition process and at the ways
it has used dispositions to achieve these benefits. Using
selected dispositions as case studies, it first looks at the
financial structure of some of the transactions. In particu-
lar, I will examine how the BRA used leases and long-term
promissory notes to achieve annual streams of income, income
which was partly dependent on the success of the projects
developed on the property. Second, I look at dispositions
targeted to specific policy outcomes to illustrate the
variety of creative approaches the BRA took to convert real
estate into such public assets as affordable housing, eco-
nomic development of a distressed neighborhood, and creation
of a home for a cultural institution.
Finally, Chapter 5 discusses policy implications of dis-
position strategy. Public dispositions pose two significant
policy dilemmas. First, there is the need to decide on the
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specific policy goals of the dispositions. Choices must be
made both between financial and social objectives and among
the vast variety of different social benefits that disposi-
tions can achieve. Second, the value of disposition parcels
has a direct relationship to the state of the real estate
market, while there is no market relationship to the finan-
cial and social needs that dispositions address. For a time,
the BRA was greatly successful in using the disposition of
its properties to gain public benefits. Its creativity com-
bined with the strong real estate market allowed the develop-
ment of assets of lasting benefit to the people of Boston.
At the present time, however, the weaker market makes more
difficult the use of dispositions to achieve policy objec-
tives. Weakness in real estate markets poses a fundamental
decision to entities with disposition properties -- to forge
ahead, achieving lower levels of benefits commensurate with
the market, or to hold the parcel, deferring public benefits
until a stronger market allows their more effective
achievement.
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CHAPTER 2
The Disposition Environment:
The BRA's Response to Principal Factors
Affecting the Disposition Process
The BRA controlled a large and varied portfolio of
public property during the 1980's, ranging from the 133-acre
Charlestown Navy Yard to several large parcels in the central
business district to vacant rowhouse sites in residential
neighborhoods. Individually, each parcel had a unique set of
real estate and ownership characteristics which affected both
the process for managing the disposition and the policy goals
the BRA sought to achieve through disposition. As a port-
folio, the properties represented a resource available for
conversion into a wide variety of other assets which would
more effectively achieve the BRA's objectives. Furthermore,
because policy priorities of the BRA and city changed over
time, properties with similar real estate characteristics
were treated differently depending on the timing of the dis-
position process.
This chapter seeks to explain those factors that influ-
enced the BRA's disposition of publicly owned property, in
particular, property-specific factors and the timing of dis-
positions. Property-specific factors, such as the size and
location of a site, impacted both the particular policy goals
sought and the way the disposition was managed to achieve
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those objectives. For example, because of the prime location
of downtown parcels, financial return played a large role in
their disposition but was of minimum importance with respect
to parcels in the neighborhoods. The importance of financial
return also varied depending on whether the BRA or another
entity owned the parcel. In general, the BRA carefully
designed its dispositions in response to property-specific
factors.
Timing -- when a disposition occurred -- also influenced
disposition management. The Authority's disposition behavior
was responsive to the state of the real estate market and the
policy priorities of the BRA and city government. As the
market grew stronger in the mid-1980's, the BRA became more
ambitious in seeking to leverage its land portfolio to create
financial and social benefits. Meanwhile, the BRA responded
to city policy priorities by increasingly using dispositions
for affordable housing and for economic development in poor
neighborhoods.
The BRA's response to these property-specific and timing
factors reveals important elements of its overall disposition
strategy. First, in tailoring disposition goals to the size
and location of parcels, the BRA treated its holdings as a
portfolio. Individual parcels were used for a variety of
specific purposes so that the aggregation of dispositions
served to further the Authority's broad agenda which encom-
passed financial and non-financial policy goals. Second, the
strategy was to a great extent a response to, and, therefore,
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dependent upon the strength of Boston's real estate market in
the 1980's. The BRA responded to the strengthening market by
increasingly using the value of its property to achieve
social rather than financial goals, goals that were largely
driven by mayoral priorities. Finally, the BRA structured
the financial terms of major disposition to achieve the
particular revenue objectives of the entity that owned the
parcel -- long-term income for itself and lump-sum infusions
of revenue for the City of Boston.
The parcels that were the subject of the most signifi-
cant BRA dispositions since 1980 are set forth in Table 1.
These parcels include all of the major dispositions in the
Financial District and the Back Bay, Boston's central busi-
ness districts, as well as the largest dispositions in
Boston's residential neighborhoods.
Parcel Locations, Sizes, and Features
As would be expected, parcel size and location were
important factors in the BRA's approach toward dispositions.
A review of the thirteen disposition transactions set forth
in Exhibit 1 shows that disposition processes and goals were
tailored to individual parcels, not managed by a single
aggregate formula. This individualized disposition
management increased the effectiveness of the BRA's use of
its overall real estate portfolio, and was therefore a key
part of the Authority's portfolio strategy.
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EXHIBIT 1
SIGNIFICANT BRA DISPOSITION PARCELS
SIZE
(sq.ft.
unless
NAME noted)
RFP
OWNER DATE
FINAL
DISP.
DATE FEATURES
Charlestown 133 AC.IBRA (1) (1) Waterfront, historic
Navy Yard buildings
200 State St. 70,800 BRA 1981 1983 Adjoins Faneuil Hall
Marketplace
Rowes Wharf 166,400 BRA 1982 1985 Waterfront, near
Financial District
South End 163,486 BRA 1987 1988 12 parcels; in mixed-
Neighborhood (2) - income residential
Housing 1989 area
Initiative, (3)
Phase I
Custom House 1 AC. BRA 1987 --- Historic Landmark, in
Tower Financial District
Parcel RC-9 50,000BRA 1987 --- In low-income
residential area
Parcel 6 23,4OO BRA 1987 --- In mixed-income
residential area,
near cultural
institutions
Fort Hill 23,000 City 1983 1985 In Financial District
Garage
St. James St. 69,191 City 1983 1985 In Back Bay
Garage
Kilby St. 29,150 City 1983 1985 In Financial District
Garage
Kingston-Bed- 47,000City 1987 --- Between Financial
ford Garage District and
Chinatown
IPark Square 37,8001 City 1987 --- JIn high density
residential-
commercial area
Parcel 18 5.6 AC.' (4) 1987 --- In low-income black
neighborhood,
adjacent to transit
station
(1) Developed in stages from 1978, with ongoing RFPs and
dispositions.
(2) Combined area of 12 parcels. Individual parcels from
2,800 to 44,920 square feet.
(3) Dispositions completed for 7 of 12 parcels in RFP.
(4) Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, a state-
chartered authority.
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Size was the governing factor in the BRA's handling of
the Charlestown Navy Yard. Its 133 contiguous acres and its
location between an expressway and the waterfront, away from
developed areas, made it a unique resource for the city. And
as a result of the Navy Yard's singular attributes, the BRA
has managed its disposition in ways that differ from its
other parcels, as a new community rather than an addition to
an existing neighborhood. Over 2,300,000 square feet of
space had been completed or was under construction by the
beginning of 1990. Development has been going on from 1978
and is projected to continue through the year 2000, and
dispositions have been used both to obtain revenue and for
such nonfinancial goals as affordable housing and public
amenities.6
In effect, the BRA treated the Navy Yard as a portfolio,
with dispositions staged over time and used for differing
policy objectives. Dispositions within the Navy Yard have
occurred in stages and has been governed by a series of
master plans which designated individual parcels within the
site for office, retail, and residential uses and provided
overall guidelines for the development of the site.7 By
contrast, other dispositions, even of large parcels such as
6 Poston Redevelopment Authority Master Plan for the
Yard's End, A Framework for Discussion (January, 1990).
7 Jeffrey P. Brown and Lois Levit Basilio, Redevelopment
of the Charlestown Navy Yard (February 1987); Boston
Redevelopment Authority, Master Plan for the Yard's End,
A Framework for Discussion (January, 1990).
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Rowes Wharf, 200 State Street, and Parcel 18, have been
treated as individual transactions. The Navy Yard is also
the only disposition parcel for which the BRA expended
significant funds on infrastructure improvements, $10.5
million on streets, sidewalks, lighting, landscaping and
other site improvements by 1987.8 (All other dispositions
have been made on an "as-is" basis, with the acquiror respon-
sible for new infrastructure.) The detailed master plans
which govern the Navy Yard's disposition are evidence the BRA
sought general urban planning goals to a much greater extent
than with the other parcels, and it is the Navy Yard's size
that caused the BRA to emphasize planning issues. While
dispositions of individual parcels would have little impact
on the overall urban fabric of a built-up area such as
Boston's Financial District, dispositions in the Navy Yard
were the only influence on its sense of place. The unique
characteristics of the Navy Yard are further reflected by the
fact that the BRA has set up a separate division of four
professionals to administer its development.9
Location on the waterfront was a property-specific
attribute highly significant to the BRA, as demonstrated by
the separate department within the BRA to handle waterfront
8 Jeffrey Brown and Jung-Hwa Hong, Review of the Retail
Development Plans in the Charlestown Navy Yard (March,
1985)
9 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Planning for Boston
1987: Initiatives for Fiscal Year 1987, (1987), p. 27.
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planning and development. The Authority took advantage of
the waterfront location of Rowes Wharf and the Navy Yard by
managing dispositions to maximize the creation of water-
related public amenities, including amenities that could not
be achieved by regulation of private development alone. The
BRA's design and development guidelines for Rowes Wharf
demonstrate the importance it put on maximizing public bene-
fits from its waterfront location. The guidelines required
that the water's edge be reserved for pedestrian, water-
related and boat-terminal uses, and the developer was
required to provide a passenger ferry terminal and a public
pedestrian walkway along the entire waterfront portion of the
parcel. The BRA's massing and height guidelines specified
that "[h]eight at elements closest to water edge must not
exceed 2-3 floors, to allow views from upper floors and
preserve views and scale along the water edge", and that
"[t]he massing configuration.. .not suggest any barrier
between the waterfront and downtown areas." The guidelines
also emphasized the importance of maintaining views to the
harbor from downtown streets, by requiring "as much visual
access to the Harbor as possible from [the streets that abut-
ted the parcel]" and view easements through the parcel
following the lines of downtown streets. 1 0 In the Navy Yard,
a 3.3-mile public walkway will run along its entire water-
10 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Design and Development
Guidelines, Rowes/Fosters Wharf (1982), pp. 3-5.
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front, and some its piers have been wholly reserved for
public uses. In such examples as the requirement for ferry
facilities at Rowes Wharf and the reservation of Navy Yard
piers for public use, the BRA went beyond its regulatory
powers under zoning law -- it created amenities that on
private property would have required financial compensation
to the owner.
Another property-specific feature -- historic signifi-
cance -- has played an important role in the BRA's disposi-
tions of the Custom House Tower as well as of the Navy Yard.
The U.S.S. Constitution, a 19th Century Navy ship, was an
important civic monument and tourist attraction located at
the edge of the Navy Yard. The Navy Yard also contained a
large number of historic buildings. Similarly, the Custom
House tower has been an important historic landmark in down-
town Boston from the beginning of the 20th century.
The BRA was able to obtain a 30-acre historic subarea of
the Navy Yard from the Federal government at no cost as a
result of its commitment to observe historic preservation
guidelines in its redevelopment. 1 1 The Authority ensured
historic preservation by preparing extensive and detailed
restoration requirements for the redevelopment of the build-
ings in this area. Similar historic rehabilitation standards
11 Brown and Basilio, Redevelopment of the Charlestown Navy
Yard. The $1.7-million purchase price was solely for
the 57-acre area available for development without
restrictions.
-23-
were developed for the exterior and major portions of the
interior of the Custom House. The development guidelines for
the Custom House, issued in 1987, went further than those for
the Navy Yard by requiring substantial public amenities
within the building itself, including museum or other non-
commercial public uses on the first three floors and an
observation deck on the 25th floor. 12 The strict design stan-
dards and public use requirements applied to these two
parcels reflected the importance to the BRA of the planning
objective of preservation of historic monuments.
The disposition of 200 State Street further demonstrated
how the BRA shaped dispositions to maximize public benefits
intrinsic to a site's location. Because of its location
adjacent to the world-famous Faneuil Hall Marketplace festi-
val shopping center, the BRA required retail use in the two-
story arcade developed on the site. Similarly, its location
between the Marketplace and a waterfront park led to the
requirement of a public "walk to the sea" through the center
of the site. 13 The BRA took advantage of the location of 200
State Street both to enlarge the dynamic Faneuil Hall retail
area and to further its goal of increasing connections
between the city and the waterfront.
12 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Request for Proposals to
Redevelop U.S. Customs House (1987?), pp. 3,9.
13 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel 10 Design and
Development Guidelines (June, 1981).
-24-
Financial return was a major policy objective for the
parcels which were especially valuable due to their central
business district location -- 200 State Street, Rowes Wharf,
the Kilby Street Garage, the Fort Hill Garage, and the St.
James Street Garage. (The huge size of the Navy Yard also
made financial return an important objective in its disposi-
tion.) Financial return was insignificant with respect to
other parcels; as will be seen, some parcels were transferred
for nominal payment. All of the central business district
parcels were developed primarily for office use, which was
the predominant land use in those areas. The similarity of
uses on public and private land indicates that the BRA, like
private developers, sought to maximize the economic value of
its land. 200 State Street and Rowes Wharf were large self-
contained sites (61,600 and 166,400 usable square feet
respectively) with no adjacent sites potentially available
for land assembly. Therefore, no prospective developer had
any advantage from control of adjoining sites; there was a
"level playing field" for the disposition of these proper-
ties. By contrast, the Kilby Street and Fort Hill garages
were much smaller; the maximum area available for disposition
was 29,149 and 37,987 square feet, respectively. And these
parcels, along with the 69,191-square-foot St. James Garage
in the Back Bay, were acquired for assembly by owners of
adjacent property. Indeed, it has been suggested that the
disposition of these garage parcels was motivated at least in
part by market pressure due to the lack of privately owned
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sites large enough for major development in the downtown and
Back Bay areas. 14 This lack of competition from private land
increased the value of these parcels, allowing the BRA to
obtain greater financial rewards for their disposition.
The size and location of Roxbury's Parcel 18 appears to
have played a role in the BRA's disposition strategy toward
it in two ways. First, its 5.6-acre size and its location
within a poor minority neighborhood and close to a transit
line made it an attractive site for development of uses that
would meet the community's needs for housing, jobs and
services. At the same time, its location influenced the
BRA's requirement, which was not included in any other dispo-
sition, specifically calling for minority ownership in the
development team. 15 This parcel became the centerpiece of the
city's policy goal of bringing the benefits of downtown
development to Boston's black community.
Thus, there is a not unexpected relation between the
size and location of a disposition parcel and the BRA's
behavior with respect to the disposition of that parcel. The
large size of the Navy Yard led to its disposition over time
and in accordance with comprehensive master plans. Principal
uses of the smaller parcels were mostly dictated by the
14 Interview with Brian Fallon, Vice President of Meridith
& Grew, Inc. and Deputy Director of the BRA, 1978-1982,
June 20 and July 2, 1991.
15 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel Linkage
Program, Project 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel 18 (1987),
pp. 2-6,9.
-26-
surrounding neighborhoods. Preference for minority and non-
profit developers was linked to parcels in the heavily minor-
ity neighborhoods of Roxbury, the South End, and Chinatown.16
Financial returns were sought for the most valuable parcels,
while the others were targeted for non-financial benefits.
The BRA used its portfolio of widely varying properties to
achieve an equally wide range of policy outcomes.
Sources of the properties
The actions that the BRA took with respect to individual
dispositions were in some cases influenced by the source of
the BRA's control over the parcel. The majority of disposi-
tion parcels were properties the BRA had acquired under the
federal urban renewal program, such as Rowes Wharf and 200
State Street, the most valuable of the BRA's remaining urban
renewal parcels. (Other urban renewal parcels included
Parcel 6 on Massachusetts Avenue and several properties in
the South End.) The BRA was also given the responsibility
for the disposition of five city-owned garage properties (the
Kilby Street garage, the Fort Hill garage, the Government
Center garage, the St. James garage, and the Kingston/Bedford
garage), one city-owned vacant parcel (Park Square), and of
16 Such affirmative action provisions were included in
dispositions of South End properties for affordable
housing and for the Kingston/Bedford Garage as well as
for Parcel 18.
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one parcel owned by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority, a regional authority established under state law
(Parcel 18).
Finally, two important parcels -- the Charlestown Navy
Yard and the Custom House -- were purchased by the BRA from
the Federal government after it was determined that they were
no longer needed for Federal purposes. These two direct
purchases by the BRA occurred a decade apart, and a compari-
son of the transactions gives an indication of the BRA's
increasing willingness to spend its own resources and to take
risks to meet policy objectives.
The Navy Yard was purchased by the BRA in the late
1970's for a total of $1.7 million. The $1.7 million
purchase price was the market value of the portion of the
Navy Yard not subjected to historic preservation or open
space restrictions; in return for accepting those restric-
tions the BRA obtained the rest of the parcel at no cost.17
In 1987, the BRA purchased the Custom House for $11 million.18
Prior to its closing on the acquisition of the Navy
Yard, the BRA had reached an agreement with a private devel-
oper for development of the area not subject to restrictions.
In return, this developer fully financed the $1.7-million
purchase price. As a result, BRA obtained the Navy Yard with
17 Brown and Basilio, Redevelopment of the Charlestown Navy
Yard.
18 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Request for Proposals to
Redevelop U.S. Customs House (1987?), pp. 2,4.
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no cash outlay and with a development commitment for a
significant portion of it. By contrast, the BRA's purchase of
the Custom House required a small cash outlay of $1.1 million
(the federal government provided a 90% purchase money mort-
gage). In addition, the BRA purchased the Custom House with-
out a previously-arranged development commitment, and took a
far greater land ownership risk than it had with the Navy
Yard. A BRA project manager familiar with the Custom House
purchase indicated that the acquisition was driven by a sense
in city government that the Custom House was an important
landmark that had to remain under public control. 1 9 The will-
ingness of the BRA in 1987 both to make a direct expenditure
of cash and to purchase property without a takeout commitment
from a developer evidences the BRA's entrepreneurial approach
to its responsibilities -- an approach that is also reflected
in its dispositions.
Ownership of the properties played a role in the finan-
cial terms of large dispositions: transactions were struc-
tured to meet the financial needs of the public owner of the
property. With respect to the city-owned garages, raising
immediate revenue for the city was the driving force behind
the dispositions, although the RFP's stated that "[a]cqui-
sition price offers [would] not be the sole criteria" in the
BRA's disposition decisions. These dispositions were lump-
19 Interview with William Whitney, Staff member and
Assistant Director, Urban Design and Development
Department, BRA, 1985-1989, June 19, 1991.
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sum sales, with the revenues earmarked for capital improve-
ments, housing production, and debt service. 2 0 At the time of
the sales in the early 1980's, Boston was in a budget crisis
brought on by a state-imposed limitation on property tax
revenues and a court decision requiring the payment of tax
abatements to commercial landowners. The city needed the
immediate revenues which such lump-sum payments could
provide.
By contrast, the BRA converted its most significant real
property assets into long-term streams of income -- income
that it would control without outside interference -- by
using long-term ground leases instead of sale dispositions.
The only commercial BRA parcels disposed of by sale were
those portions of the Navy Yard developed for residential
condominiums, 2 1 and the hotel and residential portions of
Rowes Wharf. 2 2 In these instances, where ground leases made
the development unmarketable (residential condominiums) or
unfinancable (the Rowes Wharf hotel). 2 3 Both the ground lease
20 Boston Redevelopment Authority, An Interim Report on the
Disposition Process and Redevelopment Proposals for Four
Municipal Garages (1983), pp. 9,11; Whitney interview;
Interview with Pamela Wessling, Assistant Director,
Urban Design and Development Department, BRA, 1983-1990,
June 28, 1991.
21 Brown and Basilio, Redevelopment of the Charlestown Navy
Yard.
22 Rowes Wharf Ground Lease, Article 24.
23 Interview with Paul McCann, BRA Executive Assistant to
the Director, July 16, 1991.
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and sale transactions of BRA-owned property provided for
periodic payments to the BRA, payments partially linked to
the performance of the development. These dispositions gave
the BRA long-term income free from control by the City
Council or any other outside entity.
The Real Estate Market.
At the beginning of the 1980's, the Boston real estate
market was fairly weak, but it grew increasingly strong
throughout the decade, reaching its peak in 1987. Since then
it has dramatically declined. Strong market conditions
appear to have been a key factor explaining the disposition
policies of the BRA, yet there have been few signs of changes
in BRA posture during the later weakening of the market.
Market weakness presents the BRA with the decision, with
respect to each disposition parcel, of whether to delay
planned disposition until the market improves or to reduce
the level of public benefits it seeks in exchange for its
property.
In general, as the Boston commercial real estate market
strengthened, the BRA sought to extract more and more public
benefits from developers in connection with the disposition
of commercial properties. These increasing requirements made
the overall development of the disposition parcels more and
more public in character. For example, in 1981, the design
and development guidelines issued for 200 State Street
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included a requirement that the development provide the
public "walk to the sea". 2 4 Only one year later, the Rowes
Wharf guidelines called for more extensive public benefits,
including waterfront access and facilities for passenger
ferries.25 By 1987, in the Custom House guidelines, the BRA
required public uses in those areas of the building which
were the most accessible to the street and were thus probably
the most desirable for private use. 2 6
In the Rowes Wharf and Custom House disposition the BRA
sought to use the strength of the private development market
to create projects with especially strong public identities.
The BRA used these dispositions to bring into being signifi-
cant public facilities -- a ferry terminal and a museum --
with no direct expenditure of public funds. By including
these requirements in the disposition guidelines for these
sites, the BRA forced developers to take them into account in
formulating their design and financial proposals. Developers
reduced their financial offers to the BRA as a result of
having to undertake the costs of the improvements. Rowes
Wharf, with all of its public amenities, has been completed.
However, the state of the market since 1987 has kept the
24 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel 10 Design and
Development Guidelines (June, 1981).
25 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Design and Development
Guidelines, Rowes/Fosters Wharf (1982).
26 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Request for Proposals to
Redevelop U.S. Customs House (1987?).
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Custom House project from going forward, preventing the real-
ization of those hoped-for public benefits.
The history of the Navy Yard has shown a similar pattern
of increased public benefit requirements coinciding with the
strengthening of the market. Prior to 1984, almost all new
investment in the Navy Yard consisted of market-rate housing.
Since 1984, the BRA has increased its emphasis on the
creation of affordable housing. Master plans since that time
have called for at least 25% of all housing to be below-
market, and 30% of the 574 housing units constructed from
1984 to 1989 have, in fact, met the Authority's affordability
guidelines. The BRA has similarly taken advantage of the
market by increasingly requiring the private financing of
public benefits by developers of disposition parcels. 27
Examples of public benefits funded by developers of specific
disposition parcels in the Navy Yard include the creation of
a public plaza at a cost of $560,000, street improvements
valued at $350,000, and restoration of an historic walkway
for $250,000.28 The change in policy emphasis, particularly
with respect to affordable housing, can be explained by
political changes in the city, as described below. Never-
27 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Master Plan for the
Yard's End, A Framework for Discussion (January, 1990),
p. 9.
28 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Charlestown Navy Yard
Update, Briefing Material (May, 1987).
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theless, the BRA's success in carrying out these changes is
attributable to the strength of the real estate market.
The Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage program represented the
most ambitious attempt by the BRA to utilize the strong real
estate market of the mid-1980's to gain public benefits
dispositions. The essence of Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage is the
combining of two publicly owned parcels -- an economically
desirable downtown parcel and a less attractive parcel in a
distressed neighborhood -- in a single disposition package.
In order to gain the right to develop the downtown parcel,
the developer would be required to develop the neighborhood
parcel.29 Again, this specific policy has a political expla-
nation, but it was the strength of the market that made the
policy concept economically feasible.
The BRA's overall disposition policies were thus clearly
affected by the increasing strength of the private real
estate market through the mid-1980's. However, instead of
seeking ever higher financial returns to itself, the BRA
sought to leverage more and more public benefits from its
dispositions. In the opinion of William Whitney, formerly
the assistant director of the BRA department responsible for
downtown development, the strength of the market gave the BRA
"the luxury of seeking social goals" in its dispositions, and
the BRA seized the opportunity presented by the market,
29 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel Linkage
Project 1 Update; Parcel 18, Kingston/Bedford/Essex
Street (February 6, 1988), p. 3.
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taking advantage of "a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to get
non-cash social benefits" for its real estate. In Whitney's
view, such benefits were at first sought on an ad-hoc basis,
but as time went on, the process of obtaining such non-cash
benefits became more codified and systematic.30
In reaction to the weakening of the Boston real estate
market, the BRA's response has been mixed. In some residen-
tial dispositions, the affordable housing component has been
reduced. For example, the initial disposition guidelines
issued in 1987 under the South End Neighborhood Housing
Initiative (SENHI), a program using the disposition of BRA-
owned land to create housing, required a minimum of two-
thirds of the units in each project to be affordable to
lower-income persons. 3 1 By 1991, the private housing market
in the South End had deteriorated and few subsidies for
lower-income housing were available. Accordingly, in June of
1991 the BRA staff proposed to its Board of Directors a
disposition of South End property for housing under which the
designated developer would merely be required to "seek fund-
ing" to create a 50% affordable housing ratio.32
30 Interview with William Whitney, June 19, 1991.
31 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative, Request for Proposals - Phase I
(1987?), p. 18.
32 Interview with Philip Ziegler, BRA Neighborhood Housing
and Development Department, June 26, 1991.
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However, with respect to commercial dispositions, there
is no evidence of a similar shift. A Master Plan issued in
1990 for the Yard's End section of the Charlestown Navy Yard
shows a continued strong emphasis on the creation of afford-
able housing, open space and other public benefits. 33  Since
no large commercial dispositions have been completed since
the beginning of the downturn, no firm conclusions can be
drawn with respect to its impact on the Authority's disposi-
tion actions. The lack of activity may be due to the BRA's
refusal to compromise on its public benefit strategy; on the
other hand, it may be simply a result of the severity of the
New England real estate depression. William Whitney,
Assistant Director in the BRA's Urban Design and Development
Department from 1987 to 1989, believes that there will in
general be no retreat from the BRA's policy commitment to
obtain social benefits in return for its disposition of
publicly owned property. 34 According to Paul McCann,
Executive Assistant to the BRA Director (and a BRA employee
for 20 years) the BRA is under no time pressure with respect
to the development of public property. It seems likely that
the BRA will delay dispositions until the market improves
rather than severely compromise its policy ambitions.
33 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Master Plan for the
Yard's End, A Framework for Discussion (January, 1990),
pp. 21-23.
34 Whitney interview.
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BRA and City Policy Priorities.
Finally, the effect of changes in the policy priorities
of the city of Boston and the BRA on the BRA's disposition
activities must be considered. In 1983, Raymond Flynn
replaced Kevin White as mayor of Boston, and one year later,
Flynn appointed Stephen Coyle to replace Robert Ryan as
director of the BRA. Not surprisingly, the policies of the
city's new chief executive and the priorities of the new BRA
director had major impacts on the BRA's property disposi-
tions. Mayor Flynn's political positions on development
issues have emphasized the themes of economic development in
the neighborhoods, creation of affordable housing, and
increasing economic opportunities for minorities and women.
Coyle, meanwhile, has seen aesthetics as a priority in all
BRA activities. In addition, he saw the BRA's properties as
a portfolio whose disposition would be used to bring a large
amount of financial and non-financial benefits to the BRA and
the public.
The priorities of the Flynn Administration are reflected
in the BRA's disposition activities since 1983 in several
ways. His economic development objective has been furthered
by the BRA's Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage program, which was
designed to bring about the development of publicly owned
real estate in poor neighborhoods. New disposition programs
such as SENHI as well as policy changes in the ongoing Navy
Yard dispositions furthered the goal of creating affordable
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housing. Preferences for minority developers and the use of
minority owned construction and service firms by recipients
of disposition parcels in the Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage and
SENHI dispositions furthered the mayoral goal of encouraging
minority business enterprises.
The Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage program was one aspect of
the Flynn Administration's strategy of seeking "to connect
the booming vitality of [Boston's] downtown economy with the
needs of Boston's neighborhoods for employment and investment
opportunities." Non-disposition aspects of the strategy
included payments of exactions by developers of large commer-
cial projects which were earmarked for affordable housing and
for job training. 3 5 Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage extended the
concept of obtaining social benefits from private-sector real
estate development from the payment of exactions to a
requirement of direct undertaking of development considered
socially desirable in exchange for the right to undertake an
economically desirable development. While exactions can be
mandated by government in its regulatory role, this require-
ment of direct development of a parcel separate from the
parcel of private-sector economic interest can only be
brought about by government in its role as property owner.
Mayor Flynn played a public role in both the SENHI and
Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage projects. SENHI was developed
35 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel Linkage
Program, Prolect 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel 18 (1987),
p. 2.
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jointly by the BRA and the mayor's office, 36 with Mayor Flynn
taking an active role as indicated by letters from him which
were included in BRA publications related to SENHI. In these
letters, Flynn outlined his commitment to the creation of
affordable housing, including his support of a requirement
that two-thirds of the housing units created on BRA land
under SENHI be below-market, and supported preference for
minority and non-profit developers in the SENHI disposi-
tions. 3 7 Flynn made a number of public appearances in support
of the Kingston/Bedford - Parcel 18 disposition.38 He also
publicly supported a BRA policy which allowed the designated
minority developer to seek to obtain a controlling equity
interest in the project. 3 9
Stephen Coyle's role has also been very significant.
Probably the most pervasive impact of his directorship on BRA
disposition actions has been the increased importance placed
on aesthetics and urban design, which began immediately after
his appointment. He reviewed all projects in the development
36 Ziegler interview.
37 Letter dated January 9, 1987, from Raymond Flynn to
Stephen Coyle, reprinted in Boston Redevelopment
Authority, South End Neighborhood Housing Initiative,
Community Comments (January, 1987). Letter dated
February 11, 1987, from Raymond Flynn to Robert Farrell,
reprinted in Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End
Neighborhood Housing Initiative (February, 1987?).
38 Wessling interview.
39 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel Linkage
Program, Project 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel 18 (1987).
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pipeline, and, according to Pamela Wessling, former Assistant
Director of the BRA division responsible for large downtown
projects, "there probably wasn't a single project he didn't
change." 40 His changes to the St. James Garage development
were perhaps the most significant: he required a complete
redesign of the second phase of the project, including
replacement of the architect and a reduction in size by
100,000 square feet.41
The importance of design in the Coyle era is seen most
dramatically in the development guidelines issued for SENHI.
As noted above, the goal of SENHI was to create affordable
housing, and in developing this program, the BRA was particu-
larly concerned with minimizing the cost of housing produc-
tion and bridging the "gap" between costs and available
funds.42 Nevertheless, the guidelines for the initial phase
of SENHI dispositions required designs that were in keeping
with the existing South End neighborhood, including a
requirement of red brick facades, paving of the sidewalk in
brick, and "[l]intels, sills, exterior steps and
railings.. .similar in appearance to those of traditional
40 Wessling interview.
41 Fallon interview.
42 See, e.g. the South End Housing Production Cost Model in
Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative (February, 1987?), pp. 1-12.
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South End row houses." 4 3 Less strict adherence to design
standards might well have lowered costs, thereby resulting
in the creation of more affordable housing, but aesthetic
considerations prevailed.
In addition, it appears that Coyle saw more clearly than
his predecessor the value of the BRA's real estate portfolio
and that he more actively sought to use dispositions to
convert that portfolio into assets that were of greater bene-
fit to the BRA and the city. According to Brian Fallon,
Deputy Director of the BRA from 1978 to 1982, where he and
Robert Ryan looked at the BRA's real estate as individual
properties, Coyle looked at it as a portfolio. Financially,
Coyle "annuitized the portfolio" of real property parcels,
converting them from balance sheet assets to ongoing sources
of current income. 4 4 Coyle's portfolio view is further
reflected by the wide variety of nonfinancial public benefits
sought by the BRA in exchange for its real property, as well
as by the fact that he had his staff produce a confidential
report summarizing the scope of the Authority's public prop-
erty activity from 1984 to 1988, the first four years of the
Coyle era.
Coyle's conversion of the asset value of the BRA's port-
folio into current income allowed reduction and eventual
43 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative, Request for Proposals - Phase I
(1987?), p. 19.
44 Fallon interview.
-41-
elimination of the need for the BRA to obtain operating
revenues from the Boston City Council. 4 5 Coyle used disposi-
tion revenues as a means of bringing about greatly increased
fiscal autonomy for his agency; under his directorship the
BRA has achieved complete control over its operating budget.
Fiscal autonomy translated into political autonomy; Coyle did
not have to account for the Authority's actions to any non-
BRA entity.
Flynn and Coyle complemented each other. According to
Pamela Wessling, Flynn had the vision of creating public
benefits such as neighborhood development and affordable
housing, and Coyle developed the transactions to bring about
these benefits. 46 According to William Whitney, Coyle was the
right man for the times: he had the John Kennedy mentality of
activist government, and Flynn gave him the freedom to use
the BRA's powers to carry out their shared social goals.47
Conclusion
We have seen how the BRA's disposition activities with
respect to particular parcels were influenced by such factors
as the physical characteristics of the property, the BRA's
45 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Planning for Boston
1987: Initiatives for Fiscal Year 1987 (1987).
46 Wessling interview.
47 Whitney interview.
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role as owner or agent for another public owner, and the
state of the real estate market as well as city policy prior-
ities. As we have seen, property-specific characteristics
had a major impact on the BRA's disposition activities. The
BRA tailored the dispositions of each property to reflect its
surroundings, as well as any features which warranted special
attention.
Parcel ownership was strongly reflected in the financial
terms of dispositions. The BRA has generally sought a much
higher level of non-financial public benefits in dispositions
of its own property than when it acted as an agent for dispo-
sition of government property owned by other entities. The
major exception was the Kingston/Bedford Garage - Parcel 18
disposition, a project with a high political profile for both
city and state governments.
The real estate market and policy priorities combined to
affect the BRA's disposition behavior over time. As the
market strengthened, the BRA became more ambitious in using
public real estate as a means of achieving desired policy
outcomes.
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CHAPTER 3
Implementing Disposition Policy:
BRA Institutional Functions, Organizational
Structure and Disposition Procedures
In the last chapter we looked at the external influences
on the BRA's disposition policies -- influences such as the
particular properties in the BRA portfolio, the city's polit-
ical priorities, and real estate market conditions. This
chapter, by contrast, focuses on the internal factors --
factors intrinsic to the BRA as a public entity -- that have
affected the BRA's dispositions of publicly-owned property.
The internal factor of utmost importance is the BRA's
overall mission as a public agency. The BRA performs two
distinct functions within the city of Boston. It is the
zoning and planning agency -- enacting and administering
master plans and zoning laws which regulate all public and
private development. It is also the redevelopment agency,
responsible for using public sector resources proactively to
bring about physical development that is deemed to be
socially desirable.
The first section of this chapter examines the relation
of the BRA's property dispositions to its overall regulatory
and development responsibilities. The BRA's dispositions
further the same goals as its planning and regulatory func-
tions -- goals such as high quality urban design, provision
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of public amenities, and creation of affordable housing. The
relation between disposition activities and the overall orga-
nizational structure of the BRA also has important policy
implications, as discussed in the second section of this
chapter. Dispositions are grouped with non-disposition
activities within departments responsible for specific policy
outcomes. Similarly, the processes by which the BRA disposes
of real property are both indicators of disposition policies
and factors in the success of those policies. The final
section of this chapter looks at the policy implications of
the administrative procedures by which the BRA manages
dispositions.
Dispositions and the Institutional Role of the
BRA
The BRA's dispositions reflect its dual role of regula-
tor of private development and proponent of public develop-
ment. In its regulatory role, it is responsible for planning
and zoning and for review of major private developments, and
through these actions it creates an overall vision of what
the city should be. As public developer, it acts affirma-
tively, using its resources to bring about specific policy
goals which help implement that vision.
Disposition of public property was only one of the many
tools the BRA used to achieve its overall goals. For exam-
ple, its use of the dispositions of Rowes Wharf and the Navy
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Yard to bring about the creation of waterfront-related public
amenities formed a part of the overall BRA policy aim of
guiding the development of the waterfront for maximum public
benefit. Non-disposition activities related to this effort
included rezoning of areas near the waterfront and develop-
ment of plans for additional water transportation.48
Similarly, the BRA's affordable housing policy was furthered
by the exactions required under Boston's zoning law and by
the BRA's use of its review and approval powers to require
direct housing production as part of large-scale projects.49
The BRA's urban design objectives were furthered by its
control over the zoning code and by its extensive design
review procedure for all large projects. In some program-
matic areas, such as production of affordable housing, dispo-
sitions have constituted a substantial portion of the BRA's
activities. Land was the primary resource available to the
Authority for meeting its affordable housing goals. In other
cases, such as the design of Boston's urban fabric, disposi-
tions have played a more minor role. The BRA's most signifi-
cant power over design flows from its city-wide regulatory
responsibility for planning, zoning, and design review.
Although design has been an important goal in BRA disposition
48 Boston Redevelopment Authority, BRA Briefing FY 1989
(1988?), pp. 9-10.
49 Ibid., pp. 3-4.
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policy, publicly owned parcels are a small part of the
overall Boston cityscape, limiting their design impact.
The fact that the BRA had a wide range of responsibili-
ties and resources has enhanced its effectiveness as an agent
for public land disposition. It is, for example, unlikely
that the BRA would place the same importance on design in its
dispositions if it were not the agency responsible for
overall design and planning in Boston, since public land
dispositions, relative to the total stock, have relatively
small impact on the totality of the Boston landscape.
Similarly, the fact that it was able to marshall financial
resources in addition to land increased its ability effec-
tively to use real estate dispositions for affordable housing
production. As will be seen, the SENHI program would have
been much less successful if real estate had been the only
asset available to the BRA.
The BRA's dual role -- as a public developer and a
development regulator -- have given increased scope to its
disposition activities through its control of key land dispo-
sitions for other public entities. For example, the BRA was
appointed to act as disposition agent for the city with
respect to the five garage parcels in 1982.50 Similarly, in
1985 the BRA was made the disposition agent by the city and
50 Vote of the Boston Public Facilities Commission,
Attachment C in Boston Redevelopment Authority, An
Interim Report on the Disposition Process and
Redevelopment Proposals for Four Municipal Garages
(1983).
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state for the development of Parcel 18.51 It is the view of
two former senior BRA employees that the BRA was given
authority over these parcels due to its disposition and
development review expertise and to its role as zoning admin-
istrator for Boston. 5 2 Developers of the parcels would in any
event be required to deal with the BRA in its role of zoning
administrator. Therefore, the BRA's control of the disposi-
tion process had the advantage of simplifying the subsequent
private development process by combining disposition and
zoning review in one agency. Appointing the BRA as disposi-
tion agent was the most efficient way of achieving the other
agencies' disposition goals.
By combining the disposition of these major city- and
state-owned parcels with that of its own land, the BRA was
able greatly to increase its influence on Boston's commercial
development. Of the six BRA-controlled parcels in or adjoin-
ing the Financial District -- 200 State Street, Rowes Wharf,
the Custom House Tower, and the Kilby Street, Fort Hill, and
Kingston-Bedford Garages -- three were not owned by it. The
only BRA disposition parcel in the Back Bay, the St. James
Street Garage, was also owned by another entity. The BRA
51 "An Agreement by the Governor of the Commonwealth and
the Mayor of the City of Boston to Develop Cooperatively
the Parcel 18+ Planning Area", reproduced in Boston
Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel Linkage
Program, Project 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel 18 (1987),
pp. 16-17.
52 Wessling interview; Whitney interview.
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took advantage of the power gained from control over non-BRA
property to carry out its own planning and design objectives
while meeting the property owner's needs, whether financial,
as with the garages, or policy-driven, as with Parcel 18.
Disposition Policy and BRA Organization
The BRA's organizational structure furthered its strate-
gic use of dispositions. Dispositions have been combined
with non-disposition activities in departments responsible
for specific geographical areas or types of development
within the city. This organizational structure reflects the
fact that disposition has been one of the means used to carry
out overall BRA policies; it has not itself been a separate
policy.
In 1986, the BRA was reorganized for the first time in
17 years. The reorganization was intended to "enable the
Authority to operate more effectively in Boston's development
environment which is characterized by economic rejuvenation
and strong growth pressure." The organization established
nine departments: three policy-oriented (Policy Development
and Research, Management and Budget, and General Counsel) and
six program-related (Harbor Planning and Development,
Neighborhood Planning and Zoning, Engineering and Design
Services, Real Estate Services, Neighborhood Housing and
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Development, and Urban Design and Development).53 The organi-
zational chart for the BRA is shown on Exhibit 2. One
approach to the reorganization would have been to combine all
disposition activities into one department. This, however,
was not done. Instead, the BRA's disposition functions are
carried out by the three departments responsible for particu-
lar areas of the city -- the central business district (Urban
Design and Development), the harbor (Harbor Planning and
Development), and the residential neighborhoods (Neighborhood
Housing and Development). As a result of this division of
disposition responsibilities, dispositions are more likely to
complement the overall policy goals of each of these depart-
ments.
The Urban Design and Development Department has general
responsibility for all public and private development in
downtown Boston and the Back Bay as well as for large commer-
cial development elsewhere in the city. Its policy responsi-
bilities are reflected by its management of the disposition
of all BRA-owned and some city-owned parcels in the downtown
and Back Bay, along with large and complex dispositions in
other locations, such as Parcel 18 in Roxbury. Its non-
disposition activities include design review of all major
projects and preparation of design and planning analyses for
the Financial District and Back Bay. The department's
53 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Planning for Boston
1987: Initiatives for Fiscal Year 1987, (1987).
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EXHIBIT 2
THE BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
ORGANIZATION CHART
HARBOR
PLANNING
AND
DEVELOPMENT
NEIGHBORHOOD ENGINEERING REAL ESTATE NEIGHBORHOOD
PLANNING AND SERVICES HOUSING
AND DESIGN AND
ZONING SERVICES DEVELOPMENT
URBAN
DESIGN
AND
DEVELOPMENT
responsibilities in fiscal year 1990 included management of
such dispositions as the Custom House, the Kingston/Bedford
Garage, and Parcel 18, as well as review of private develop-
ments such as the redevelopment of the Prudential Center and
the new Boston Garden. 5 4 The department uses its control over
dispositions to further the policy goals that it develops in
its planning and zoning function and implements in its design
review of private projects. The BRA, by combining the dispo-
sition of public parcels with the regulatory review of
private projects in the Urban Design and Development
Department, assures that all of its activities in the down-
town area work in concert to achieve specific policy objec-
tives. Disposition and non-disposition projects are reviewed
under the same standards by the same staff members, encourag-
ing similar outcomes.
The Harbor Planning and Development Department has the
overall policy mission of "[creating] and [coordinating]
programs that promote balanced growth and public access along
Boston's waterfront." This department was responsible for
the disposition of Rowes Wharf and for master planning and
parcel dispositions in the Navy Yard. Its non-disposition
activities include review of all major waterfront develop-
ments and responsibility for long-range planning in the
54 Boston Redevelopment Authority, FY 90 Work Program
(1989?), pp. 22-28.
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harbor area. 55 Creation of a separate department with respon-
sibility for the waterfront is an indication of the value
that the BRA puts on the harbor as a unique resource for
Boston. Having this department handle dispositions of water-
front property ensures that the BRA's waterfront policy
goals, such as public access and public use, will be fully
incorporated in the development of that property. The
Authority combined its regulatory power over private develop-
ment with its much greater power flowing from control over
public property in a single department to bring about the
greatest possible achievement of its vision for Boston's
waterfront.
Finally, dispositions of neighborhood parcels for hous-
ing and economic development are handled by the Neighborhood
Housing and Development Department, which is responsible for
"securing an equitable share of the benefits produced by the
area economy, in the form of affordable housing and improved
neighborhood environments, for residents of Boston. The
primary focus is neighborhoods where, because of a variety of
social and economic factors, the quality of housing and the
neighborhood environment is poor." 56 Dispositions for which
this department are responsible include those parcels
55 Ibid., p. 30; Boston Redevelopment Authority, Planning
for Boston 1987: Initiatives for Fiscal Year 1987,
(1987).
56 Boston Redevelopment Authority, FY 90 Work Program
(1989?), p. 12.
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included in SENHI and the South End parcel to be developed as
part of Project 2 of the Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage program.
Apart from disposition, the department's housing production
activities include formulation of development programs,
designation of developers, and provision of "gap" financing.
Other non-disposition departmental functions include enforce-
ment of fair housing policies, development of plans for
improvement of neighborhood environments, and assistance to
nonprofit development corporations and minority-owned busi-
ness enterprises. 5 7 The department frequently combined its
disposition and non-disposition activities by designating a
non-profit corporation as developer of a disposition parcel
and providing both technical assistance and financial
resources to bring the development about. The department
both achieved production of affordable housing and increased
development expertise within the community.
Unlike the vast majority of the dispositions handled by
other BRA departments, those handled by the Neighborhood
Housing and Planning Department have not been not market-
driven. The department responded to the socially-driven
nature of its disposition by taking a proactive role in
structuring dispositions, providing technical assistance to
minority and non-profit developers, and arranging for financ-
ing.58 In market-driven dispositions, by contrast, these
57 Boston Redevelopment Authority, FY 90 Work Program
(1989?), p. 36.
58 Ibid.; Ziegler interview.
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functions would be undertaken by the private sector. Just as
the department has sought to cure failings of the private
market in its policy goals, it functioned as a substitute for
the market as necessary in its management of dispositions to
achieve those goals.
The non-market orientation of this department's disposi-
tions is demonstrated by a review of their financial terms.
Many of the dispositions in SENHI, for example, have been for
nominal consideration. Among these were Langham Court, a
one-acre parcel used for 84 housing units, of which 55 were
affordable; and Taino Tower, a 13,000-square-foot parcel on
which 18 affordable and 9 market units were constructed.59
Other dispositions such as The Lodging House, a 33-unit
single-room-occupancy project, were facilitated by 100%
purchase-money mortgages. 6 0 It is likely that placing control
of these properties in a separate department made it easier
for them to be targeted solely for social benefits without
regard for financial considerations.
The division of disposition responsibilities into
different departments with differing policy goals accords
59 See, e.g. Land Disposition Agreement by and between the
Boston Redevelopment Authority and Langham Court Limited
Partnership dated December 22, 1989; Land Disposition
Agreement by and between the Boston Redevelopment
Authority and Taino Tower Development Corporation dated
December 6, 1989.
60 See, e.g. Land Disposition Agreement by and between the
Boston Redevelopment Authority and 1734 Washington
Street Limited Partnership dated December 29, 1988.
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with the BRA's portfolio strategy. As we have seen, under
the portfolio strategy the BRA targets different parcels for
different objectives, with the goal of maximizing overall
public benefits. The division of the portfolio among the
three departments helps to ensure that each parcel would be
targeted, and its disposition managed, most effectively.
The organizational structure of disposition activities
in the BRA both reflects the decision to use dispositions to
achieve specific public policies and makes the implementation
of that decision more likely to occur. Since the mechanics
of all dispositions (such as preparation of the disposition
guidelines, negotiation of the disposition agreements, and
obtaining required BRA board approvals) are broadly similar,
it may well have been more efficient from an administrative
standpoint to form a single department to handle all disposi-
tions. However, it is likely that the public benefits
achieved by such a single department would have been very
different from those that actually occurred. A single dispo-
sition department would have made it difficult to implement
the BRA's program of assigning widely different policy goals
to different parcels. For example, if the same department
were responsible for the disposition of 200 State Street and
a parcel in the South End, it would be very difficult for it
to emphasize financial return for the former parcel while
ignoring it for the latter. Furthermore, even if the single
department were able to focus on widely different goals with
different dispositions, it probably would not have had the
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staff expertise in each policy area that is provided by the
BRA's structure of policy-specific departments. The exper-
tise of the staff also encouraged the creativity that has
been a hallmark of BRA dispositions. Professionals working
to solve specific policy problems were given public real
estate to use with their other resources, and they used it
effectively to achieve their goals.
Policy and Process
Just as the organization of disposition activities has
policy implications, the processes by which dispositions are
handled also both reflect policy choices and affect outcomes.
The disposition procedures used by the BRA have given it a
great deal of discretion, both in selecting the developers of
the parcels and in negotiating the package of public benefits
that the developers will be required to provide.
The disposition process for all parcels follQws the same
general pattern; differing disposition outcomes were achieved
by the differing ways the BRA managed the process. The
process is begun by the BRA's development of a general
program of design, uses, and public benefits for the site,
which is incorporated into a request for proposals (RFP) and
distributed to interested developers. General terms, such as
whether the disposition is to be by sale or lease, are also
set forth in the RFP's, as are design and development
requirements such as maximum height and density, required or
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allowed uses, specific public amenities, and general guide-
lines with respect to site massing. For example, the 200
State Street RFP included the requirement for ground floor
retail use and set forth the general design guidelines for
the "walk to the sea". The Rowes Wharf RFP included design
specifications for the ferry facility, for the waterfront
pedestrian ways, and for view easements through the site.
The RFP for Phase I of SENHI included the minimum affordabil-
ity requirements for housing as well as detailed design spec-
ifications requiring the developments to conform with the
existing neighborhood.
After reviewing the developer's submission, the BRA
tentatively designates a developer based on its overall eval-
uation of factors such as the proposed design, the public
benefits included, the price offered, the experience of the
development team, and the financial viability of the
proposal. 6 1 Once selected, developers of disposition projects
must go through the same zoning review as those developing
private land, including the design review required for large
projects.62 After the financial, design, and public benefit
61 See, e.g. Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel 10
Design and Development Guidelines (June, 1981); Boston
Redevelopment Authority, Design and Development
Guidelines, Rowes/Fosters Wharf (1982); Boston
Redevelopment Authority, Request for Proposals to
Redevelop U.S. Customs House (1987?).
62 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Development Review
Procedures (1985, revised 1986), p. 7.
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terms of the disposition are finalized through negotiation,
the BRA enters into a formal lease or sale agreement with the
developer.
The disposition process is a lengthy one. From the date
of the initial developer submissions to the execution of the
ground lease, the disposition of 200 State Street took 26
months. The Rowes Wharf disposition took nearly three years,
from, September 1, 1982, the date for responses to the
request for proposals, to July 25, 1985, the date of execu-
tion of the ground lease. The processing and negotiations
for the SENHI parcels ranged from 20 to 32 months.
This disposition process allows for detailed involvement
by the BRA in shaping the development and gives it great
discretionary powers to ensure the fulfillment of its policy
objectives. The BRA has the power to make qualitative judg-
ments about the benefits of competing development proposals.
For example, it can decide to accept lower financial compen-
sation in return for greater provision of non-financial
public benefits. (Apart from structural specifications such
as whether the disposition will be by sale or ground lease,
specific financial requirements are not included in the
RFP's. 63 Developers include financial returns to the BRA in
their proposed public benefits packages.)
63 The one exception was in the RFP for the Custom House,
which included a requirement that the acquiror assume
the BRA's $9.9-million mortgage to the federal
government.
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Perhaps more importantly, the ability to negotiate the
terms of the disposition with the designated developer allows
the BRA to achieve the optimal combination of public benefits
from the development. For example, on the 200 State Street
disposition, the proposal that in the opinion of BRA staff
had a strong design offered less payment on the ground lease.
However, the BRA was then able to negotiate financial terms
with that developer that it considered to be equivalent, in
present value terms, to that of the highest offer.64
Similarly, the disposition guidelines for the Custom House
called for the developers to include a specific non-profit
museum in the proposals. In the initial designation, the BRA
chose one developer, but included a museum use which was
originally proposed by a competitor.65
Thus, the flexible procedures used for disposition can
be and are used by the BRA to achieve its policy aims. If
the BRA, either through legal constraints or by choice, made
dispositions either to the highest bidder or without further
negotiations to the developer with the "best" proposal, its
ability to achieve public policy objectives through disposi-
tions would be greatly reduced.
64 Fallon interview.
65 Whitney interview.
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Conclusion.
We have seen how dispositions relate to the BRA's over-
all activities and policy objectives. We have also seen how
the BRA's organizational structure and disposition processes
give it flexibility to use dispositions of public property to
achieve widely differing outcomes. The BRA's organizational
structure and disposition management process can be seen as
indications of the general BRA policy decision to use dispo-
sitions creatively to further the Authority's overall goals.
The fact that dispositions are integrated with other BRA
activities and that the Authority utilizes discretion in
disposition negotiations are the prerequisites that allow
this creativity to flourish.
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CHAPTER 4
The Policy Achievements of
BRA Dispositions
In this chapter we examine what the BRA attempted to
accomplish through its disposition policies, and how it used
its resources to attain those goals. In using its land as a
resource, the BRA sought several objectives -- financial
returns, superior urban design, economic development in
distressed neighborhoods, and production of affordable
housing. The first section shows how the BRA structured the
financial terms of its large transactions to achieve its
policy aim of a secure stream of long-term revenue while
meeting the requirements of acquirors and financiers. The
second section shows how the Authority designed innovative
programs to use the value of designated parcels in its port-
folio to bring about the specific policy ends of housing
creation, economic development, and affirmative action for
minority developers. Finally, there is a brief examination
of the BRA's use of dispositions as contributions to non-
profit civic organizations for public purposes.
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Financial Aspects of Dispositions of Major BRA-
owned Parcels
Financial return has been a very important aspect of
the BRA's disposition strategy. As noted in Chapter 2, the
BRA derives nearly half of its total revenues from disposi-
tion proceeds. An examination of the financial terms of six
of the BRA's major transactions -- 200 State Street, Building
39 and Building 149 in the Navy Yard, and the office/retail,
hotel, and residential portions of Rowes Wharf66 -- reveals
how the BRA used dispositions to achieve its currently
strong, independent fiscal position. A summary of the terms
of these transactions is presented in Exhibit 3.
The Authority's financial strategy had several impor-
tant elements. First, the BRA sought to achieve long-term
streams of income rather than single lump sum payments.
Second, it sought guaranteed returns through fixed but also
sought to share in the success of private development through
profit-sharing agreements with acquirors. Third, the BRA
attempted to achieve the maximum possible protection of its
own interests consistent with the acquiror's financing of the
development. Finally, each transaction was negotiated on a
66 Building 39 and Building 149 are representative Navy
yard dispositions. Building 39 is an office/retail
historic rehabilitation of 84,800 net leasable square
feet; Building 149 is an office/medical research and
development historic rehabilitation of 518,000 net
leasable square feet.
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EXHIBIT 3
FINANCIAL TERMS OF SELECTED DISPOSITIONS
TRANSACTION
PROJECT SIZE
(net leasable
square footage)
SALE/
LEASE
BRA PARTICIPATION IN
CASH FLOW REFINANCE SALE
REFINANCE
RESTRICTION
200 State 296,000 s/f office Lease 15% 15% no yes
Street 64,000 s/f retail
360,000 s/f
Rowes Wharf - 290,000 s/f office Lease 10% 10% 10% no
Office/Retail 11,700 s/f retail
301,000 s/f
Rowes Wharf- 160 hotel rooms Sale 1% of gross no no no
Hotel with over
BRA $8,000,000
financ- base
ing
Rowes Wharf- 150 residential Sale n/a n/a 10% of n/a
Residential condominium units with initial
BRA unit
financ- sales
ing over base
Navy Yard 66,800 s/f qffice Lease 15% 15% 15% no
Building 39 18,000 s/f retail
84,800 s/f
Navy Yard 163,000 s/f office Lease 15% 15% 15% yes
Building 149 325,000 s/f medical
30,000 s/f retail
518,000 s/f
case-by-case basis, which allowed for adjustment of specific
terms as required to reach final agreement.
Fiscal Independence
The most significant financial result of the BRA's
dispositions up to now has been their contributions to the
BRA's fiscal independence from the city. The BRA achieved
this by negotiating long-term streams of payment for its
dispositions. In four of the dispositions reviewed, these
long-term payments were obtained under 80-year ground leases.
However, even in cases where private-lender financing consid-
erations required disposition of the fee, payments to the BRA
were extended over long time periods similar to those of the
ground leases. For example, the BRA had to transfer fee
interests in the hotel and residential portions of Rowes
Wharf to allow financing of the transactions, even though the
Rowes Wharf RFP specified that the entire disposition would
be by ground lease. 67 To achieve its financial aim, the BRA
structured these fee dispositions so that it received pay-
ments spread over 70 years under promissory notes, instead of
one-time payments. These transactions highlight the impor-
tance to the BRA of its strategy of receiving payments over
time. Although the BRA was unable to negotiate the ground
67 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Design and Development
Guidelines, Rowes/Fosters Wharf (1982); Paul McCann
interview.
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leases it wanted, it obtained financial terms similar to
those of ground leases.
By securing streams of income, the BRA created reliable
ongoing sources of revenue for its operations. If it had
received lump sum payments, it probably would have had to
commit them immediately for capital projects or turn them
over to the city government. In addition, some of the
proceeds from urban renewal parcels would have been owed to
the federal government; however, according to Paul McCann, it
was the BRA's desire for long-term revenues rather than this
requirement that drove the structuring of these transac-
tions. 68 It is very unlikely that the BRA would have been
able simply to invest these cash proceeds and use the inter-
est as a source of ongoing revenues.
"Kicker" Returns Contingent on Performance
All six of the dispositions included substantial fixed
payments. Annual base rent under the 200 State Street lease,
for example, was $1,400,000; for the office/retail portion of
Rowes Wharf, $1,282,400; and for Building 149 in the Navy
Yard, $390,000. Payments under the promissory notes for the
hotel and residential portions of Rowes Wharf were set at
110% of 30-year Treasury bond rates. At an interest rate of
11%, the $3,713,800 promissory note on the hotel unit would
yield $408,508 per year to the BRA. The principal amount of
-66-
68 McCann interview.
the residential unit promissory note was based in part on
inflation during the construction period. 69 At zero infla-
tion and an 11% interest rate the annual payment would be
$390,720, at 10% total inflation the payment would be
$410,910. The $2,682,400 in fixed rent of the two largest
transactions alone (200 State Street and the office/retail
portion of Rowes Wharf) made up 9% of the BRA's annual total
revenues of $30,000,000 and 19% of its annual disposition
proceeds of $14,130,000 in fiscal year 1988.
In addition to fixed payments, the BRA also bargained
for a share of the profits from these projects. In all six
transactions reviewed here, the BRA's revenues were partly
dependent upon the success of the developments constructed on
the sites. By including profit-sharing in the dispositions,
the BRA in effect became a partner in the projects. In addi-
tion, the participation provisions were the only way for the
BRA to obtain increases in revenues in five out of the six
transactions. (The relatively small Building 39 lease
included an inflation provision, under which the fixed rent
would rise by one-half the increase in the Consumer Price
Index (CPI) after five years, with annual increases of the
lesser of the CPI increase or 5% thereafter; none of the
other transactions provided for increases in fixed rent.)
69 At the time of initial disposition (prior to
construction) the principal amount of the note was set
at $3,552,000 plus a percentage increase equal to one-
half of the total increase in the Consumer Price Index
during the construction period.
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Instead of guaranteed increases based on general price
levels, the BRA would receive contingent increases based on
the performance of specific real estate projects. That per-
formance in turn would depend on the performance of the
general Boston real estate market. These participation pro-
visions made the BRA, Boston's real estate regulator and
public real estate developer, an investor in Boston's private
real estate industry.
In five of the transactions, the BRA's participations
in operating revenues from the developments came after a pre-
ferred return for the developer. All four of the ground
leases gave the BRA a percentage participation in the devel-
oper's "net cash flow", that is, in the project's net operat-
ing revenues in excess of a given return on the developer's
equity and debt investment. This was 10% for the
office/retail portion of Rowes Wharf and 15% for 200 State
Street and the two Navy Yard parcels. With respect to the
hotel portion of Rowes Wharf, in lieu of the net cash flow
participation the BRA was to receive 1% of gross operating
proceeds over an annual base of $8,000,000. The definition
of "net cash flow" and the defined base provided the develop-
ers with a preferred return on the capital invested in the
project prior to any BRA participation -- a return which was
not dependent on the capital structure of the project.
Although the preferred return was fixed, the developer
(lessee) bore the risk of changes in the cost of debt or
equity capital.
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In some of the transactions, the BRA would also share
in all increases in asset value realized either through sale
or refinancing. The four ground lease transactions all
assigned the BRA a percentage of net refinancing proceeds
during the lease term. 7 0 In addition, all ground leases
except that for 200 State Street (which did not include such
a kicker) provided for similar participation in sales
proceeds. 71 (There is no BRA participation in either refi-
nancings or sales of the hotel portion of Rowes Wharf.) The
participation percentage in each lease was the same as that
for participation in cash flow, which ranged from 10% to 15%.
These provisions would give the BRA an immediate share in any
gain in the value of the property that was converted into
cash; however, the timing of the payment to the BRA is, by
definition, controlled by the developer. In the event of a
refinancing, the increased debt would be added to the capital
base for calculating the lessee's preferred return, thereby
reducing future payments of operating revenues to the BRA.
The participation structure for the residential portion
of the Rowes Wharf project differs from that of the other
dispositions because of the different nature of the underly-
70 Marketplace Center Lease, Article 3.
71 Under these provisions, the BRA would have a percentage
participation based on the full price in a sale of the
Rowes Wharf or Navy Yard leaseholds. By contrast, in a
200 State Street sale, the BRA would only participate
to the extent of any additional financing added to the
leasehold.
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ing transaction. Since the residential units were to be sold
rather than leased, there would be no operating revenue from
which the BRA could collect ongoing participation payments.
Instead, the Authority negotiated one-time payments, 10% of
the amount by which the sale proceeds of the residential
condominium units exceeded a set base amount. The kicker
concept employed was similar in form to those employed under
the ground leases; that is, it represented a profit-sharing
above a fixed return to the developer. However, unlike the
contingent payments in the ground leases, these payments
would be made only once, at the initial sales; the BRA would
not share in any future appreciation. This transaction was
thus tailored to the realities of the residential market in
Boston at the time. The perception was that participation in
resale proceeds would have put the project at a severe
marketing disadvantage, since it was believed that purchasers
of high-end residential units would not give up a portion of
appreciation.
BRA Security Interests
In structuring these transactions, the BRA sought the
highest amount of security for its revenues compatible with
private financing of the development projects. None of the
leases were subordinated to mortgage financing; however, the
terms of the leases, with respect to the rights of leasehold
mortgages, make the lessees' interests readily financable.
The long time period of the leases also aids in financability
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by allowing the developers ample time to recover their capi-
tal investments before the property reverts to the BRA.
Meanwhile, when financability required a transfer of the fee
interest, the BRA structured the transaction in that way.
Payments due under the two Rowes Wharf fee transactions were
to be secured by either a first mortgage on the hotel portion
of the development or a pledge of securities; the developer
could choose the form of security that met its needs.
Other provisions of the ground leases gave the BRA
additional security similar to that of a first mortgage.
Leasehold mortgagees were protected by the right to cure
lessees' defaults and assume their rights under the lease-
hold.72 In the event of an uncured lessee default, the BRA
could take back the ownership of the land and improvements.
And, with respect to participation in project operating
revenues, the BRA had the right to audit the tenants'
books.73
The 200 State Street lease and the Building 149 lease
gave the BRA extra security by containing restrictions on
refinancing that are not found in the other leases reviewed.
These provisions serve to ensure that there will be suffi-
cient cash available both to make the required lease payments
to the BRA and to operate the project in the manner required
72 See, e.g. Building 149 Ground Lease, Article 23;
Marketplace Center Ground Lease, Article 23.
73 See, e.g. Marketplace Center Ground Lease, Article 3;
Rowes Wharf Hotel Unit Promissory Note.
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by the lease. Under the restrictions, refinancing cannot
take place without BRA consent unless annual cash flow is at
least 115% of the annual principal and interest payments, the
loan-to-value ratio is no more than 80%, loan payments (other
than any final balloon payment) are constant, and the loan
runs for at least 10 years. 74 There is no apparent project-
specific or market-related explanation why the refinancing
restriction was included in some transactions but not in
others; the leases containing the provision were executed in
1983 and 1985, while the others were signed in 1985 and 1987,
and there is no relation between the presence of the provi-
sion and the location or size of the projects. It may be
that the BRA saw these provisions as bargaining chips that
were open to negotiation rather than firm requirements.
Flexibility
Finally, these transactions reveal the BRA's flexibil-
ity, within its general policy imperatives, with respect to
individual transactions. The specific terms of each of these
transactions were individually negotiated; there were no set
formulas. The dispositions varied with respect to BRA
participation percentages, percentages of the developer's
preferred return, and refinancing restrictions. The BRA's
willingness to accept differing terms with respect to similar
74 Marketplace Center Lease, Article 23; Building 149
Lease, Article 23.
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office/retail developments is an indication of its individu-
alized approach to the disposition negotiations.
The BRA was even willing to compromise on its general
policy of using ground leases, as demonstrated by the Rowes
Wharf transaction. As noted earlier, the Rowes Wharf RFP
specified that the property would be disposed of by ground
lease under terms that would make the development financially
feasible.75  The BRA, however, agreed to use fee transac-
tions instead of ground leases to allow the hotel and resi-
dential portions of Rowes Wharf to go forward. The BRA was
willing to change the legal structure of the transaction to
allow it to proceed, while, as we have seen, still obtaining
payment in its desired form of a long-term stream of income.
Flexibility allowed it to meet both sets of needs.
Analysis of these transactions evidence a clear BRA
policy with respect to the financial aspects of the disposi-
tions of their own property. The BRA consistently sought
streams of revenue, partly fixed and partly variable, in
return for its own properties. It sought the maximum ongoing
control of the property consistent with financability of the
project. Perhaps most important, it showed great flexibil-
ity, compromising where necessary to get the deals done.
75 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Design and Development
Guidelines, Rowes/Fosters Wharf (1982), p. 2.
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Social Policy Objectives
In certain instances, the BRA used dispositions of
public property to achieve specific public policy objectives
to aid the poor and minorities, including the creation of
affordable housing, economic development in poor neighbor-
hoods, and the inclusion of minority and nonprofit businesses
in the real estate development process. The BRA targeted
particular disposition parcels and designed new methods to
support these goals. A review of some of these policies
reveals the BRA's creative approaches to using public real
estate for a variety of public purposes.
Affordable Housing
The creation of affordable housing has been an impor-
tant overall BRA policy objective for several years, espe-
cially in the 1980's under the Flynn administration. Several
dispositions incorporated specific provisions to aid this
goal, including the second Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage project,
Park Square-South End. As proposed by the BRA, the South End
parcel would have a total of 102,000 gross square feet of
residential development, with one-third of all units reserved
for people with less than 50% of the median metropolitan
income, one-third for those with less than 80% of median
income, and one-third at market rates. In addition, 36 of
the low-income units were to be "transitional" housing, with
specially designed units and social services to meet the
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needs of particular population groups. The Park Square
parcel, to be developed for both residence and office use,
would also have to meet affordability guidelines for 10% to
20% of the residential units. Together, the developments
were projected to produce from 215 to 240 housing units, of
which one-third would be affordable. Price would be used to
aid this goal; for the BRA-owned parcel in the South End it
was "set at an amount significantly below market value to
reflect both the inclusion of affordable units and the amount
required to close the transitional housing [financing] gap."
There would be no similar write-down of the value of the
city-owned parcel at Park Square. 7 6 In this linked disposi-
tion, the BRA used its large (56,000-square-foot) South End
site not for its own financial gain but for the achievement
of a social objective, while the city sought full market
value for its Park Square land. The contrast shows the
differing approaches of the two entities to disposition. Due
to its portfolio strategy, the BRA had targeted other proper-
ties for financial return, and could use the value of South
End parcel for other policy purposes. The city, by contrast,
used Park Square parcel, like its garage parcels before it,
for financial gain.
The most significant and creative BRA disposition
initiative for affordable housing was SENHI. SENHI, initi-
76 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel
Linkage, Project 2, Park Square and Transitional
Housing (1987), pp 4-10.
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ated in 1986, was a coordinated program for disposition of 70
BRA-owned properties in the South End. Described as
"offering a group of parcels, rather than one at a time to
create a large number of affordable housing units," the over-
all goal of SENHI was to produce 600 housing units. As of
mid-1991 seven SENHI dispositions have taken place, but they
have resulted in the completion of 324 units, two-thirds of
which are affordable.77
Under the initial SENHI guidelines, as under the Park
Square-South End Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage dispositions, one-
third of all housing units were to be affordable at 50% ,
one-third affordable at 80% of median income, and one-third
at market rates. 7 8 In both transactions the BRA sought to
create mixed-income housing. The BRA's decision with respect
to unit mix had social aspects (the projects would not be
viewed as low-income "projects", and the mix of incomes
within the developments would reflect the mixed-income nature
of the wider South End community) as well as economic aspects
77 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Community.
City-State Governments work together to make SENHI a
reality (1991); Interview with Philip Ziegler, June 27,
1991.
78 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative, Proposed Reuses for SENHI Parcels
(September, 1986), p. 5; Boston Redevelopment Authority
and City of Boston, The South End Development Policy
Planning Process, An Introduction (May, 1989); Boston
Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood Housing
Initiative, Request for Proposals - Phase I (1987?),
p. 7.
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(profits from the market units would help finance the below-
market units).
Lowering cost was the key means used by the BRA to
achieve these goals. As originally contemplated, BRA land
was to be transferred at fixed per-unit land values set for
each of the three resident income levels. In 1987, when the
SENHI program was being formulated, the BRA estimated the
market value of these 70 parcels, in the absence of SENHI
development restrictions, at more than $11 million; with the
restrictions in place, the value was estimated at $4.7
million. Thus, the SENHI program as originally planned
contemplated a contribution of nearly 60% of the value of the
BRA land to meet the housing policy objective of creating in
the South End. In the event, the BRA's contribution was
greater than 60%; in many of the actual dispositions, land
value was in fact written down to zero.
The SENHI land cost study was part of an overall BRA
examination of affordable housing production costs.- Besides
land costs, the study examined the opportunities for lowering
costs through financing subsidies and reductions in transac-
tion costs, and based on this work, the BRA developed a cost
model to estimate the additional financial needs for such
projects. 79 The BRA then used additional write-downs in land
79 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative (February, 1987?), pp. 1-7.
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cost and other resources to bridge this "gap" in development
financing of individual transactions.
SENHI was in part a product of the strong residential
real estate market of 1986 and 1987. The South End was seen
by the BRA as an increasingly attractive location for market-
rate housing. Construction or rehabilitation of over 700
housing units was underway in the South End at one time by
the mid-1980's. 8 0 The BRA offered land for the development
of market-rate housing in return, not for money, but for the
agreement by the acquiror to provide the below-market units
it sought. Resources that in a purely market-driven transac-
tion would have gone to the landowner instead went to the
fulfillment of a desired public outcome. Just as it did in
Rowes Wharf and other large transactions, the BRA used the
value of its real estate to leverage the creation of desired
assets.
An examination of three of the seven completed disposi-
tion transactions reinforces the fact that, while the BRA's
land is an important resource for the creation of lower-
income housing, it alone is insufficient. The specific
developments reviewed are Langham Court, an 84-unit coopera-
tive housing development, Taino Tower, a 27-unit project
constructed in the shell of a former church, and 1734
80 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative, Request for Proposals - Phase I
(1987?), pp. 2-3.
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Washington Street, a development of 33 single room occupancy
units for low income people.81
Land for both Langham Court and Taino Tower was sold by
the BRA for one dollar; the sale price for 1734 Washington
Street was $150,000, however, this was 100% financed by the
BRA through a purchase-money mortgage. Apart from the land,
no other BRA resources were used for Langham Court. For
Taino Tower, however, the Authority included a $650,000 grant
and $262,000 of Federal community development block grant
funds. In addition to the purchase-money mortgage for 1734
Washington Street, the BRA provided another loan of $270,000
and a grant of $250,000.
The three land disposition agreements shared many char-
acteristics. All laid out the building program agreed upon
by the BRA and the developers in some detail, including the
sizes of housing units and the amount of ground floor commer-
cial space, if any. Time limits were specified for the com-
pletion of construction. Any change in the project architect
required BRA approval. These provisions allowed the BRA to
ensure that projects would be built in a timely manner, that
the desired housing and other development would be delivered,
and that the design would meet BRA requirements.
Affordability requirements were enforced by including
specific limits on rent and sale price increases for the
81 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Community,
City-State Governments work together to make SENHI a
reality (1991).
-79-
below-market units in the disposition documents. In order to
prevent title problems with respect to sales, the BRA would
issue certificates that individual sales complied with the
price and buyer income requirements. Thus, the BRA retained
an oversight role to ensure that the developments on its land
would continue to meet the requirements of SENHI.
At the present time, the depressed real estate market
and difficulties in obtaining housing subsidies have brought
the SENHI program to a standstill. Weakness in the real
estate market has affected the initiative in two ways.
First, the lower demand for market-rate housing makes the
development of mixed-income housing less attractive economi-
cally. Lower profits on market housing provide less leverage
for affordable housing creation. Second, the severe downturn
in large commercial development has virtually eliminated
linkage exactions as a source of housing finance, thereby
inhibiting the BRA's ability to combine financial subsidies
with its land resources. Other financial sources -- state
and federal -- have also dried up due to fiscal pressures and
programmatic cutbacks.82
Economic Development
The BRA has also sought to use property dispositions
for economic development and job creation. The major effort
in this area has been the as yet unrealized Kingston/Bedford
82 Ziegler interview.
-80-
Garage - Parcel 18 Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage program. This
program was designed to connect market-driven downtown devel-
opment to socially desirable development of neighborhood
parcels. Conceived at a time when the downtown economy and
real estate market was very strong, the goal was redistribu-
tive, as described by the BRA:
While downtown development has substantially
increased the municipal tax base, the growing
disparity between downtown and neighborhood
investment, the influx of new middle income
households seeking to live near their jobs and
thereby creating displacement pressure on long
term residents, and the lack of business opportu-
nities for minorities downtown and in the
neighborhoods, have raised question about how to
manage downtown development to improve the quality
of life of neighborhood residents. Simply put,
people are asking: How can the city grow so that
poorer people gain?
The first Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage disposition was an
intergovernmental effort, joining a 47,000-square-foot city-
owned garage parcel near the Financial District (the
Kingston/Bedford Garage) with a 5.6-acre parcel of state-
owned land in Roxbury (Parcel 18). The BRA anticipated that
5,000 to 6,000 permanent jobs would be created in the two
parcels combined. 8 3 Inclusion of the Roxbury parcel in the
linkage program was formalized by an agreement between Mayor
Flynn and Governor Dukakis on July 31, 1985. The two leaders
83 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel
Linkage Program, Project 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel
18 (1987)
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agreed to give priority to the development of Parcel 18 in
permitting, public financing, and leasing of space for public
agencies. 84 Mayor Flynn cared deeply about the Parcel 18
disposition and had a high-profile public role on the issue,
but did not involve himself in the details of the planning
and disposition process. 8 5 If it proceeds, the development
of Parcel 18 will likely be one of the most politically
important accomplishments of the Flynn Administration.
The Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage concept depends on having
an economically attractive parcel to leverage the development
of a more risky parcel. When the market for development on
the "strong" parcels disappeared, the BRA's two Parcel-to-
Parcel Linkage dispositions (Kingston-Bedford Garage/Parcel
18 and Park Square/South End) collapsed. A leasing commit-
ment by the state may allow at least partial development of
Parcel 18; another initiation of the Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage
concept, however, will have to wait until the private real
estate market in downtown Boston strengthens.
While the disposition of Parcel 18 and the
Kingston/Bedford Garage under the Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage
program represents the BRA's most high-profile attempt to use
84 "An Agreement by the Governor of the Commonwealth and
the Mayor of the City of Boston to Develop
Cooperatively the Parcel 18+ Planning Area", reproduced
in Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel
Linkage Program. Project 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel
18 (1987)
85 Wessling interview.
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the disposition of public property for economic development,
the initiative is likely to remain a significant policy goal
in future dispositions. For instance, the most recent master
plan revision for the Charlestown Navy Yard emphasized the
goal of diversifying commercial uses by adding medical and
biotechnical research and development facilities to the
existing predominantly back office uses, and included plans
for job training for local residents. 8 6 Similarly, the
Authority is actively considering targeting BRA-owned land in
the South End and Roxbury for retail and light manufacturing
development. 8 7 As with the Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage program,
the BRA can use its control of these land resources as the
basis for creative programs to bring about economic develop-
ment objectives.
Assistance to Minority and Nonprofit Developers
The BRA has also used dispositions to further another
social policy goal -- inclusion of minority and nonprofit
businesses in the development process. This goal was specif-
ically addressed in three major dispositions: the two Parcel-
to-Parcel Linkage transactions and the South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative.
86 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Master Plan for the
Yard's End, A Framework for Discussion (January,
1990), p. 22.
87 Ziegler interview.
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The most ambitious attempt to give preference to minor-
ity-owned developers was in the Kingston/Bedford - Parcel 18
Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage disposition. Just as the BRA's
economic development strategy sought to achieve the develop-
ment of the "unattractive" Parcel 18, it sought to use its
position to leverage equity involvement for a development
group that could participate only with assistance. According
to the BRA88 :
The strategy is to create opportunities, for those
who have been excluded from the development
economy, to become equity partners, owners, of
major commercial developments.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the BRA both guaranteed its desig-
nated minority developer a minimum 35% ownership position and
gave that developer an opportunity to form a partnership that
would increase that position. This was the only disposition
in which the BRA explicitly set a minimum level of minority
participation.
The SENHI and the Park Square-South End Parcel-to-
Parcel Linkage dispositions also included preferences for
minority developers. In addition, SENHI included preferen-
tial treatment for nonprofit developers. However, unlike the
specific minimum quota in the Kingston/Bedford-Parcel 18
transaction, these preferences constituted one of the many
88 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel to Parcel
Linkage Program, Project 1, Kingston/Bedford - Parcel
18 (1987), p. 2.
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BRA selection factors included in the RFP's; they were not
firm requirements. The BRA encouraged but did not require
minority or nonprofit participation in these projects. The
preferences in SENHI appear to have been driven by the goal
of "capacity building" -- increasing both the number and
expertise of developers who specialize in the production of
low-income housing. In addition, the BRA believed that
nonprofit developers could produce housing at significantly
lower costs than for-profit builders, as evidenced by the
cost assumptions in its housing cost production model.89 In
SENHI, the preference strategy had the goals both of direct
assistance to preferred developers and of facilitating the
production of low-cost housing.
It is interesting to note that preferences for minority
and nonprofit developers were used by the BRA only for dispo-
sitions located in areas with high concentrations of minori-
ties. It may have been that the preferences were seen by the
BRA as ways of increasing community support for the projects;
particularly for the large Parcel 18 development, which had
the strongest minority preference provision. However, if
such affirmative action is an important policy objective in
itself, there is no policy reason it should be limited to
dispositions in minority neighborhoods. Minority developers
89 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative (February, 1987?).
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would benefit at least as much by participation in downtown
projects as in neighborhood developments.
Contributions for General Public Purposes
Finally, the BRA in some cases used its land disposi-
tions, in effect, as charitable contributions to further
general urban policy objectives. Transfers on favorable
terms were made to cultural organizations for the construc-
tion of needed facilities and small parcels were donated to
non-profit organizations for preservation as open space.
These dispositions further added to the diversity of policy
goals for which the BRA used its portfolio of real estate.
An example of the use of dispositions for cultural
purposes was the as-yet unsuccessful attempt in 1987 to use a
disposition to create a home for the Boston Shakespeare
Company (BSC). The disposition was viewed by the BRA as
necessary to keep the BSC in Boston. The BRA designated the
BSC as the co-developer of Parcel 6, a 23,400-square-foot
BRA-owned parcel in the South End. The BSC was then to enter
into a joint venture, with a private development firm
approved by the BRA, for the development of the parcel. The
private firm would construct a theater and other needed
facilities for the BSC, with a total building area of 25,000
square feet, in return for the right to develop an additional
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56,000 square feet for residential, office and retail uses.90
In this disposition the BRA sought to use the same leverage
strategy it used in other transactions, such as Rowes Wharf
(with respect to the ferry terminal and other on-site ameni-
ties) and Kingston/Bedford-Parcel 18 (with respect to
economic development and affirmative action). As in those
more visible transactions, the Authority deployed its real
estate resources to bring about production and financing of
public benefits by private-sector entities. Furthermore, the
parcel's location near Boston's Symphony Hall and a repertory
theater made it particularly appropriate for theater use.
Thus, this transaction accorded with the BRA's portfolio
strategy of linking policy goals to parcel attributes.
The BRA also disposed of land for use as community
gardens and mini-parks. The importance of community gardens
and open space in the South End was reflected in the planning
for SENHI, where a number of parcels were designated for open
space use. 9 1 The BRA worked with the Trust for Public Land,
a national nonprofit open space preservation group, to set up
a non-profit trust as recipient of these parcels. The trust,
known as The South End/Lower Roxbury Open Space Land Trust,
owns and manages the open space parcels. As of mid-1991,
90 Boston Redevelopment Authority, Parcel 6 First Stage
Guidelines & Conditions, (October, 1987), pp. 1,7.
91 Boston Redevelopment Authority, South End Neighborhood
Housing Initiative, Proposed Reuses for SENHI Parcels
(September, 1986), Appendix B.
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eight parcels, comprising three acres, have been transferred
from the BRA to the Trust. 9 2 In these transactions, the BRA
demonstrated its entrepreneurial spirit and creativity by
actually creating the entity that would receive the parcels.
Conclusion
In this chapter we have seen both the wide range of
policy objectives for which the BRA used its dispositions and
the great variety of approaches it took in using its real
estate as a resource. With respect to the financial aspects
of its major dispositions, the BRA consistently sought a
long-term stream of payments, partly fixed and partly
variable. Within that general framework, however, it showed
flexibility in the structuring of individual transactions.
The BRA demonstrated a deal-making rather than a bureaucratic
approach to these transactions.
The non-financial policies that the BRA addressed
through its dispositions and the creative ways it used dispo-
sitions to achieve public policy objectives are even greater
examples of the BRA's entrepreneurial approach. The BRA used
disposition parcels as resources to be converted into a wide
variety of other assets -- from affordable housing to commu-
nity gardens. During the strong real estate market of the
1980's, it showed how the value of public real estate could
-88-
92 Ziegler interview.
be used to leverage a wide variety of public benefits from
private investment. Market declines have derailed many of
the most inventive transfers, but whatever the future course
of the private real estate market, public parcels will remain
as assets that have the potential to be used to achieve
public policy goals through creative disposition
transactions.
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CHAPTER 5
Conclusion: Policy Implications
of the BRA Disposition Program
During the past decade the BRA has used the disposition
of real estate in two ways: to obtain financial returns for
itself and the City of Boston and to create public benefits
for the people of the city. Revenues from the disposition of
valuable BRA-owned parcels have enabled the BRA to become
fiscally independent from the city for its operating budget.
As agent for the city, the BRA's sale of city-owned garages
in the early 1980's provided an important one-time infusion
of revenue to the city's coffers at a time of financial
crisis. More significantly, the BRA's disposition policies
resulted in developments that will benefit the people of
Boston for decades to come -- developments such as affordable
housing in the South End and Roxbury, waterfront promenades
at Rowes Wharf and the Charlestown Navy Yard, and parks and
open space in the Navy Yard and the South End.
However, there were a number of policy goals sought by
the BRA in its dispositions that have not yet been attained -
- goals such as the historic restoration of the Custom House
and creation of a public museum within, development of a
large office/residential/retail project in Roxbury, construc-
tion of housing for homeless women in the South End, creation
of new performance and rehearsal space for a Shakespearian
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theater group, and inclusion of a minority development group
as equity owner of a major real estate project.
A number of factors played substantial roles in the
success of the BRA in converting real estate into public
benefits. First, the BRA had a large and varied portfolio of
properties under its control. Besides its own large hold-
ings, it was, because of its expertise in redevelopment, able
to gain control over additional property owned by the city of
Boston and other public entities. Second, the BRA's dual
role as land-use regulator and public developer gave it great
powers and discretion to implement diverse city-wide policy
objectives. Third, the BRA used its existing organization
and designed new disposition procedures to achieve social as
well as financial returns. While these factors were all
prerequisites necessary for the BRA's disposition strategy,
they alone are not sufficient to account for the Authority's
actual disposition activities since 1980.
Two additional factors worked together to drive the
BRA's disposition policy toward the achievement of ambitious
and wide-ranging financial and social goals -- public
entrepreneurialism and Boston's booming real estate market in
the 1980's. The BRA's ability to leverage the value of
publicly-owned properties for different purposes was depen-
dent upon market conditions of constrained supply and strong
demand providing the BRA with ever-increasing values for its
disposition assets -- values that could be liquidated,
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traded, or converted into other "currencies" to obtain ever
greater amounts of public benefits.
A disposition program oriented toward public policy
objectives carries with it two dilemmas. First, there is the
inescapable conflict between the goals of financial and of
social return, and the additional conflict between forms of
social return. Requiring public benefits which market forces
would not provide in return for the disposition of property
will reduce its economic value to the acquiror, and hence
proportionately reduce the financial return to the public
entity. Related to this conflict is the need to make deci-
sions and balancing judgments among the various forms of
social return that can be pursued through dispositions --
between low-income housing and urban design, or between
economic development and minority ownership. Second, the
effectiveness of such a disposition program is in large
measure dependent on the external realities of the local real
estate market, while most needs addressed by dispos'itions are
not tied to the market. The effectiveness of the leverage
strategy incorporated into nearly all the BRA's dispositions
was contingent upon a strong real estate market, while most
of the social needs addressed by the dispositions did not
increase with a stronger market. (Some needs, such as
affordable housing, can be an exception to this pattern;
since a strong real estate market can lead to rising rents
and displacement of lower-income people.)
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The tension between financial and social return cannot
be escaped. Since social returns are precisely those bene-
fits that would not be provided by the private market in the
absence of government intervention, financial return from a
disposition will always be reduced to the extent that social
returns are required. Of course, financial returns are also
used for public policy issues -- indeed, the potential uses
for such revenues are far greater than the variety of bene-
fits that can be directly leveraged by the disposition of
real estate. On the other hand, direct use of dispositions
can permit the achievement of policy objectives that would be
difficult or impossible to accomplish by other means. Often,
a disposition can be structured to achieve an outcome for
which a direct budget appropriation could not be obtained.
The balance struck between financial and social returns will
depend on the particular policy objectives and political
situation faced by each city.
As the BRA's actions over the past decade have shown,
there are a number of different social goals that can be
addressed by dispositions of public real estate. Directing a
disposition toward one purpose, however, necessarily involves
deciding to exclude other beneficial outcomes. A number of
factors will play roles in decisions among different social
objectives, factors which can create their own dilemmas.
These include the relative significance of each of the goals
and the comparative effectiveness of the disposition tool as
a means of bringing them about. For example, job-creating
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economic development may be an overriding social need, with
lower-income housing of secondary importance, but economic
conditions and availability of resources may make disposi-
tions targeted for the latter objective much more effective
than those directed toward the former. Such a conflict
between the importance of the policy end and the effective-
ness of the disposition means further complicates the target-
ing decision.
The BRA used its portfolio strategy to address the
issues of choosing between financial and social objectives
and of balancing competing social needs. The Authority
developed an individual disposition proposal for each parcel
based on its most appropriate policy use. Through this
targeting of individual parcels, the BRA managed its overall
portfolio as efficiently as possible to achieve its overall
policy goals. While the dilemma is not definitively
resolved, the portfolio strategy allows implementation of the
policy choices at a lower opportunity cost.
The BRA was able to pursue its portfolio strategy
because of three factors. First, there was the simple exis-
tence of the portfolio. The BRA controlled properties large
in number and diverse in size and location which allowed it
to use dispositions for a broad range of policy objectives.
Second, the BRA had a great deal of discretion over disposi-
tions. The disposition method that the BRA used gave it the
power to shape each disposition for maximum possible benefit.
Finally, the BRA had a number of preexisting policy objec-
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tives and access to other resources; in that context, dispo-
sition was one of many instruments, but one which provided an
engine for implementing policy.
While the diverse nature of its real estate portfolio
aided the BRA's ability to use dispositions to seek a broad
range of outcomes, the discretionary power the BRA had over
dispositions was a prerequisite for its custom-tailoring of
dispositions to achieve the desired benefits. Had this
discretion been limited, for example, by a law requiring
dispositions by auction and forbidding negotiation, the BRA
could not have achieved what it did. The BRA's discretionary
power allowed it to shape the city's public land policy.
Finally, the broad planning mandate and activities of
the BRA served to give it both an existing set of objectives
for which dispositions could be used and the staff expertise
with which to achieve those objectives. If the BRA had been
only a property disposition agency, it would probably not
have had the vision to seek to achieve such a large number of
policy objectives, and, without the knowledge of and access
to non-disposition resources, it would have been less
successful in achieving the objectives it sought.
These factors must be considered by any city seeking to
emulate the BRA's disposition achievements. Every city will
have a unique group of properties available for disposition,
a specific legal framework governing its public property
dispositions, and a particular agency or group of agencies
with the appropriate expertise and policy responsibilities.
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Disposition activities must be individually designed to
conform to the particular set of conditions in each city.
The BRA's disposition program was creatively designed to take
maximum advantage of its circumstances. Other agencies need
to see this, rather than any "formula", as the key for
creation of an effective public property program.
The direct relation between the disposition value of the
public's real estate and the strength of the private real
estate market poses a second policy dilemma. The effective-
ness of a public disposition policy is in large part a func-
tion of the value of the property. The value of public prop-
erty, like the value of all real estate, is a function of the
market. We have seen how the BRA took advantage of a rising
market to seek more and more social returns from its disposi-
tions. When the Boston market turned down, it signaled the
deferral of many of these public benefits. The times of
greatest social needs and the times of lowest availability of
non-disposition public resources to meet those needs are
likely to occur during general economic downturns. Such
downturns, in turn, often coincide with declines in the real
estate market, so that the ability to use dispositions to
leverage the creation of financial returns and social bene-
fits is also reduced.
Although the severity of social and public-sector finan-
cial problems will tend to be highest when dispositions are
least effective in addressing them, many such ills unfortu-
nately transcend cyclical downturns, and dispositions can be
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appropriately used even in strong markets to address these
structural problems. It is precisely at such times of
strength that dispositions will be most effective both in
leveraging public benefits and in securing maximum financial
returns.
The BRA has shown how dispositions in a strong market
can be used to secure long-term sources of revenue. The
Authority used this revenue for its operating expenses; such
revenues could, however, be earmarked for specific social
policy needs. As we have seen, the BRA's revenues will vary
depending on the operating performance and asset appreciation
of the projects developed on its disposition parcels. The
BRA's conversion of real estate into long-term income does
not mediate the dilemma brought on by the real estate market.
Public benefits from these dispositions will vary not only
with the real estate market at the time of disposition but
also with market changes throughout the term of the transac-
tion.
Some public needs, such as good urban design and
creation of public open space, do not vary with the economic
cycle. The policy imperatives created by these needs are the
same in good times and bad. (The relative significance of
these goals compared to others will of course vary with
changes in the absolute importance of other goals.) The
effectiveness of disposition in addressing these "timeless"
objectives, however, is directly related to the market. By
timing dispositions for these purposes to coincide with
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strong real estate values, the public agency will bring about
the maximum possible realization of these long-term public
assets.
Other needs, such as those for low-income housing and
space for non-profit civic institutions, can actually be
increased by a strong real estate market. This is because
these "marginal" economic uses will be outbid by others in
markets where supply is tight and rents are rising. The same
strong markets, however, allow the government to use its own
real property to achieve optimum amelioration of these prob-
lems. Thus, the BRA sought to take advantage of the strong
market to produce cultural facilities in the Parcel 6 and
Custom House dispositions, as well as to produce affordable
housing in dispositions such as the SENHI transactions.
Similarly, even when the general economy and real estate
market is strong, there are often geographic areas that do
not fully benefit. Parcel-to-Parcel Linkage was the response
of the BRA's disposition policy to this situation. The BRA
sought to take advantage of strong market pressure in one
area to augment market weakness in another area -- to use the
private market to bring about socially desirable development.
However, as the lack of progress on the Parcel-to-Parcel
Linkage dispositions has shown, this strategy does not work
in the absence of a strong market.
In a weak real estate market, a public entity pursuing a
disposition strategy is faced with the fundamental question
of whether to do an immediate disposition to address pressing
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social needs or to delay dispositions with the hope of
achieving greater benefits when the market improves. In
general, the latter would appear to be the best course. Real
estate is a capital asset, and its disposition should be used
to create other capital assets. Ideally, public real estate
would be converted into other assets when its value permits
the greatest possible creation of those assets. In order to
determine the optimum timing of a disposition, a comparison
must be made between the values of the assets created by an
immediate disposition and those that may be created by a
later disposition in a stronger market. The analysis is
similar to that undertaken by a private landowner, and the
decision is based on the principal of creating the greatest
net wealth, or net present value, from the real estate asset.
Resolution of the dilemma of market value is complicated
by factors intrinsic to the public sector. For instance, the
fact that the present value of public dispositions includes
social as well as financial benefits raises an additional
valuation problem that must be resolved in the analysis.
Relative values must be put on, for example, a unit of low-
income housing and one hundred square feet of open space in a
densely developed downtown. Furthermore, political factors,
particularly the electoral cycle, can interfere with optimum
disposition value management. Thus, a mayor may insist on
expediting a disposition in order to produce a concrete
achievement for his or her reelection campaign, even though a
later transaction would bring about a much greater accom-
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plishment. Having an agency that is responsible for overall
city development, such as the BRA, handle dispositions can
reduce this danger of "short-termism." Since urban develop-
ment is a slow, evolutionary process, the agencies responsi-
ble for such development should tend to take a long-range
view of their duties.
The BRA has shown how the disposition of public property
can be a significant instrument in bringing about a wide
variety of public policy goals. Its public-benefit approach
to disposition of real estate can work elsewhere; it need not
be unique to Boston. The real estate market is certainly
very important in any public land disposition policy.
However, it is not necessary to have an overheated market
like that of Boston in the late 1980's to achieve significant
benefits from the sale of public land. A combination of an
entrepreneurial approach and institutional expertise is the
most important foundation of any attempt by a public agency
to use real estate dispositions to achieve public policy
objectives.
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